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ABSTRACT 
 
 This study focused on building a profile of characteristics of community college (CC) 
athletics coaches in Iowa and on exploring the possible relationships among these characteristics.  
Using a mixed-method research design that incorporates SPSS quantitative analysis of a survey 
and seven semi-structured interviews, the research data draw a clearer picture of what these CC 
intercollegiate athletics coaches look like, what they do and go through in order to coach, and 
why they coach. 
 The major profile characteristics and variables of interest examined include:  self-identity 
as teachers, job satisfaction, motivations, challenges, and perceived impact on student-athletes’ 
education.  This study’s CC coaches are largely motivated to coach for intrinsic (they love and 
enjoy sports and coaching) and altruistic reasons (they want to mentor young people) rather than 
for extrinsic reasons (for money or benefits).  Although most of these CC coaches coach part-
time according to their salary, they put in around fifty hours per week in coaching related duties 
during their competitive seasons.  The time demands associated with their having multiple jobs 
in addition to their coaching creates multi-role conflicts, especially for their family lives and 
personal lives.  While intrinsic and altruistic motivations are powerful factors in their persisting 
in the coaching profession, the better they are able to cope with personal level challenges, the 
greater chance they will be satisfied in their jobs.  Additionally, comparisons among various sub-
groups of these CC coaches are explored (male and female coaches, assistant and head coaches, 
coaches of different career levels and of age levels, coaches of different squad sizes and different 
sport types, part-time and full-time coaches, coaches with extra jobs and without extra jobs, and 
coaches of different competition levels). 
Keywords: community college, intercollegiate athletics, coaches, profile characteristics 
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STATEMENT OF REFLEXIVITY 
 
 I very strongly identify as a coach.  My passion bucket for athletics and its potential as an 
instrument for teaching lessons beyond the field and court is overflowing.  Since I was a 
teenager, I have always found ways to coach athletics – no matter how busy I become in other 
parts of my life.  I have always loved the process of teaching young people specific athletic skills 
and trying to translate it to lessons that they could benefit from beyond their sports.  Because I 
always wanted to see my athletes succeed, I have always doggedly pursued the most effective 
coaching methods using physiological, biomechanical, and psychological perspectives.  As an 
athlete being coached and as a coach coaching athletes, I have had both positive and challenging 
experiences that have not only stimulated my development as a coach and person, but also 
stimulated my thinking about what it means to be a good coach.  
 Having significant experience coaching athletics at every level from elementary and high 
school to college and professional, I must admit I have most enjoyed working with collegiate 
student-athletes as a strength and conditioning coach and track and field coach at Iowa State 
University.  I am an ardent supporter of the American intercollegiate athletics model – when it is 
education-focused with the student-athletes’ best interests at the center of the system.  However, 
I also recognize the dysfunctional aspects of the system.  I believe that student-athletes’ coaches 
occupy a unique position within their institutions’ communities and their student-athletes’ lives 
to potentially temper any dysfunction while accentuating the benefits. 
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CHAPTER 1. INTRODUCTION 
 
Overview 
 
It could be argued that coaches' motivations to coach athletes have not changed much 
since Melesias was training Olympians in ancient Greece.  Melesias, called by Pindar "the 
fashioner of athletes" (Kyle, 2015, p. 195), was a former Olympic champion who desired to 
remain in the athletic competitive environment and to help young athletes achieve their athletic 
goals (Kyle, 2015).  A follower of the Platonic and Aristotelian philosophies of integrating 
athletics into education, Melesias believed that he could help develop his pupils to become not 
only champions in the athletic arena but also to become virtuous people and positive contributors 
to society (Kyle, 2015). 
Through numerous biographical/auto-biographical accounts, especially from high profile 
NCAA Division-I head coaches, we are aware of many of their profile characteristics:  what 
drives coaches to coach, the types of challenges they encounter, and other personal and 
professional characteristics.  While this anecdotal evidence is valuable, it is my goal to add 
empirical data to this knowledge.  The empirical evidence that does exist typically comes from 
research focused on NCAA level student-athletes and their perspectives (Etzel, 2006; Martin, 
2009), especially those at the larger institutions who compete in Division-I (Murphy, Petitpas, & 
Brewer, 1996; Linnemeyer & Brown, 2010). 
The focus of this study is on a group of athletics coaches who are not well-known or 
regularly seen and heard in popular media – those coaches who work at the community college 
level in the state of Iowa.  Specifically, the aim is to use quantitative and qualitative means to 
build a profile of this population that describes their demographics, experiences, identities, 
motivations, challenges, levels of job satisfaction, and levels of self-perceived impact on their 
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student-athletes’ education.  In addition, statistical analyses will measure how appropriate the 
survey is for collecting data for deeper examination of these profile characteristics for future 
studies.  While CC coaches will be the focus of this study, data on NCA D-III and NAIA level 
coaches (who completed the same survey) will be used to enhance the statistical measures. 
There are a significant number of college students across the United States of America 
who participate in intercollegiate athletics (NCAA, 2015e).  Community college (CC) student-
athletes are unique compared to their four-year colleagues.  Many student-athletes take the CC 
route for reasons related to not being ready for a four-year school – athletically, academically, 
and/or socially (Castañeda, Katsinas, & Hardy, 2006).  For this reason, it is possible that CC 
coaches might also be unique compared to those who coach at 4-year schools, especially the 
large D-I programs.   
Before one can effectively explore these multi-level coaching comparisons, it is first 
necessary to study more closely the CC coaching population.  With more research devoted to 
these small school coaches, it might be possible to get a better sense of what motivates them to 
be a coach and what challenges them to stay in the profession, and how these motivations and 
challenges are associated with their levels of job satisfaction.  Furthermore, the study will 
explore whether these profile characteristics potentially impact their self-perceived ability to 
impact their student-athletes' education experiences. 
Intercollegiate Athletics in the United States 
Athletics maintains a prominent place within American culture, especially within higher 
education.  Indeed, compared with the rest of the world, there is a unique relationship between 
American education systems and organized sports.  A major difference between higher education 
in the United States and other countries is our systematic integration of athletics into our 
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students’ educations (Gerdy, 2006).  Nowhere else in the world are modern athletics so deeply 
connected with education and so rooted within a people’s culture (Bowen & Levin, 2003; Gerdy, 
2006; Nixon, 2014).  This education-athletics relationship began early in U.S. history and has 
intensified and progressed into a multi-billion dollar industry, especially for NCAA Division-I 
men’s basketball and football. 
The level of importance that intercollegiate sports have as a mode of entertainment in our 
American society is reflected in the multi-billion dollar media rights deals among the NCAA, its 
major conferences, and television networks.  CBS Sports and Turner Broadcasting are currently 
on a $770 million per year deal that runs through the year 2024.  In 2016, this deal, with the 
annual NCAA Men's Basketball Tournament as the major entity, was extended through 2032 for 
an additional $1 billion per year.  Moreover, media rights deals for the College Football Playoff, 
the dozens of bowl games, and for individual conferences add another billion dollars dispersed 
among the NCAA member institutions. 
Media corporations are willing to pay the NCAA and its member institutions billions of 
dollars because millions of people are highly interested in viewing these Division-I contests.  
According to the NCAA (2015a), the 2015 men's basketball national championship game 
between Duke and Wisconsin drew 33 million television viewers.  The 2015 national football 
championship game between Ohio State University and the University of Oregon was also 
watched on television by 33 million people.  Additionally, millions more live video streamed 
these games online (NCAA, 2015a). 
As increased numbers of people watch big-time collegiate sports, college athletics has 
developed into being the most visible feature of any given collegiate institution and is considered 
by many to be the front porch of that institution (Fisher, 2009; Suggs, 2009; Toma, 1999).  Suggs 
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(2009) contended that as the front porch of the university, athletics give colleges and universities 
curb appeal, and as such, university leaders use athletics as a tool to strengthen overall 
perceptions about the institution.  Higher education leaders have embraced the idea that a 
successful athletics program brings positive attention to the institution and tends to increase 
institutional identity, popularity, prestige, and enrollment (Suggs, 2009; Toma, 1999).  
Moreover, many college leaders believe that sports can connect intra-campus communities and 
enhance external affairs by providing emotional connections to the college (Fisher, 2009; Toma, 
1999).   
Intercollegiate Student-Athlete Participation 
In addition to the NCAA that oversees three levels of competition (Division-I, Division-
II, and Division-III), there are other national and regional organizations that sanction 
intercollegiate athletics at four-year and two-year institutions.  The National Association of 
Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) was organized to meet the needs of small four-year liberal arts 
institutions, many with religious affiliations.  They are very similar to the NCAA D-III schools 
in terms of size, scope, and resources.  Emphasis on winning programs for sports teams tends to 
increase from the small schools (NCAA D-III and NAIA) to the large NCAA D-I schools.  
NCAA D-III and NAIA athletic programs incorporate sports as part of their student-athletes' 
educational experiences.  The main difference between these two small school competition levels 
is that NCAA D-III schools do not award any athletic-related scholarships, while NAIA schools 
are able to do so. 
Regarding community college athletics, there are also multiple national or regional 
organizations that govern intercollegiate sports.  The National Junior College Athletics 
Association (NJCAA) is the most prominent, with the most schools and highest student-athlete 
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participation.  Most California and west coast CC’s compete in either the California Community 
College Athletics Association (CCCAA) or the Northwest Athletic Conference (NWAC) that 
includes schools from Oregon, Washington state, and British Columbia in Canada. 
The NCAA reports there was a total of 492,531 student-athletes that competed in D-I, D-
II, and D-III sports for the 2015-16 academic year (NCAA, 2016j).  Approximately 65,000 
student-athletes compete at NAIA institutions (NAIA report, 2016).  For the 2015-16 academic 
year, the CCCAA reported a total of 26,858 student-athlete participants.  The NJCAA (2016) 
reports on their website that 58,531 student-athlete participated during the 2015-16 academic 
year.  The NWAC has not officially reported the total number of student-athlete participants, but 
combing through their 280 men's and women's sports squads from 35 institutions, a total of 4,286 
student-athletes were found.  The grand total of these student-athletes participating in 
intercollegiate athletics approximates 582,271 (see Table 1). 
Table 1 
Student-athlete Participation for 2015-16 Academic Year 
 D-I D-II D-III NAIA* NJCAA CCCAA NWAC** Grand 
Total 
Men 96,554 70,121 111,770  35,958 17,694 2,240  
Women 84,145 50,313 79,628  22,573 9,164 2,046  
Total 180,699 120,434 191,398 65,000 58,531 26,858 4,286 582,271 
*NAIA participation numbers are estimates from NAIA.org and are not disaggregated to men and women. 
**NWAC participation numbers are from the 2015-16 academic year (nwacsports.org). 
 
Including students who compete in sanctioned intercollegiate “club” sports, this total 
number of students participating in athletics increases.  Pennington (2008) estimates that around 
two million students compete in these intercollegiate “club” sports across the nation.  These are 
not simple intramural squads and student organizations.  Rather, most are highly competitive and 
well-structured teams with complex funding processes and paid coaches.  Furthermore, these 
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club sports feature multiple divisions organized within dozens of regional and national governing 
bodies with sanctioned championship tournaments.  Examples are the National Club Baseball 
Association, National Club Softball Association, National Club Basketball Association, and 
American Collegiate Hockey Association to name just a few out of many. 
Because of the large numbers of students participating in intercollegiate athletics at all 
levels of higher education, it is important we study the coaches who potentially have a significant 
impact on their student-athletes' education and thus their lives.  Although head coaches of the so-
called "revenue-generating" sports of football and men's basketball in NCAA D-I get the most 
attention, it is important to note that coaches (both head coaches and assistant coaches) from the 
non-revenue-generating sports and in other divisions and levels can also have significant impacts 
on their student-athletes.  A logical first step in the study of this population is to empirically 
analyze the coaches' profile characteristics, and this study attempts to do so with those who 
coach at community colleges in the state of Iowa. 
Coaches’ Influence with Student-Athletes 
As the leaders of these increasingly viewed collegiate athletics teams, coaches can have a 
tremendous amount of influence not only with their athletes but also within their institutions and 
communities (Washington and Patterson, 2011).  Often, head football and basketball coaches at 
schools within the NCAA D-I are the most recognizable figures at their institution or even their 
state, and they often enjoy important status reflected in their high multi-million dollar salaries. 
Athletics within the lower levels of intercollegiate competition, community college (CC), 
NCAA Division-II (D-II) and Division-III (D-III), and NAIA, do not generate nearly the 
revenues or have expenditures (such as coaching salaries) that approach that of the larger 
institutions in NCAA D-I (NCAAb, 2015; NCAAc, 2015; NCAAd, 2015).  However, according 
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to Washington and Patterson (2011) and Shulman and Bowen (as cited in Washington & Karen, 
2010), the coaches within these smaller institutions can still maintain relatively high levels of 
status and influence depending on their specific regions and sporting cultures.  Examples include 
football coach John Gagliardi at St. Johns University, a private liberal arts college in 
Collegeville, Minnesota and basketball coach Gene Bess, at Three Rivers Community College, 
in Poplar Bluff, Missouri.  Both of these head coaches at small institutions were not only very 
successful in terms of their win-loss records and number of championships, but also their 
contributions to their communities. 
In addition, Denison and Scott-Thomas (2011) argue that assistant coaches can be just as 
influential as or even more influential than head coaches on their student-athletes and their 
campuses.  Examples include Gary Campbell, assistant football coach for thirty years at the 
University of Oregon and Holly Warlick, assistant women’s basketball coach for 27 years under 
Pat Summitt at the University of Tennessee.  A more infamous example would be Jerry 
Sandusky at Penn State University. 
No matter the level of intercollegiate competition, from the recruiting process through 
their program exit, student-athletes often cite coaches (both head coaches and assistant coaches) 
as one of the most influential components of their higher education experience (Boxill, as cited 
in Simon, 2013; Croft, 2008).  Because of this high level of influence on student-athletes, it is 
essential to study their coaches and examine how coaches’ overall profiles (demographics, 
experiences, motivations, challenges, identities, and beliefs) relate to their level of job 
satisfaction and their potential ability to impact student-athletes’ educational experiences and 
outcomes. 
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Statement of the Problem 
 
Since the inception of organized intercollegiate athletics in the U.S. in the mid-1800's, 
there has been a debate about the proper roles that coaches should play on campus and in the 
lives of those they coach (Ingrassia, 2012).  Because of the amount of time coaches spend with 
their student-athletes and because coaches are paid by institutions of higher education, it is 
argued that coaches have a responsibility to not only develop successful athletes on the field or 
court but also to develop strong young people who will become positive contributors to their 
communities (Ehrmann, 2011).   
Some authors make connections between modern coaches' roles and that of the first 
coaches in ancient civilizations when athletic accomplishments were viewed as enhancing one's 
virtue (Amidon, 2012; Kyle, 2015).  Although coaches have been involved in athletics since 
these ancient beginnings (Reid, as cited in Simon, 2013), and although we can recount anecdotal 
stories of their potential impacts on their athletes, very little empirical research has been done to 
study intercollegiate coaches - their profile characteristics, motivations for coaching, how they 
self-identify, their levels of job satisfaction, and their perceived roles in their student-athletes’ 
higher education.   
With the strengthening (and sometimes controversial) commercial bonds between 
athletics and education, it is important that we study the coaching population, especially since 
they are often seen as leaders on their campuses and in their communities (Berkowitz, Schnaars, 
& Dougherty, 2016).  The small amount of empirical evidence we do have about intercollegiate 
athletics coaches is typically from the student-athletes’ perspectives and/or involves coaches at 
the NCAA D-I level (Murphy, Petitpas, & Brewer, 1996; Linnemeyer & Brown, 2010).  
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Coaches at lower levels of intercollegiate competition (NCAA D-II, NCAA D-III, NAIA, 
and CC) make significantly less money than their NCAA D-I colleagues.  However, due to 
athletics’ position of importance within American culture (particularly the strong connection 
with education), it is possible that coaches at the lower levels of intercollegiate competition can 
hold considerable influence and respect on their campuses and in their communities (Boxill, as 
cited in Simon, 2013). 
 While many athletics coaches can be influential and respected in their communities, they 
also hold substantial influence with the many individual student-athletes with whom they work. 
A United States Anti-Doping Agency (USADA) (2010) study revealed that coaches had more 
influence on sports participants than the participants’ parents, teachers, peers, religion, and 
school.  For the intercollegiate coach, this relationship begins during the recruiting process when 
student-athletes cite the coaches as being one of the most important factors in their decision to 
attend a particular institution (Croft, 2008).  Croft (2008) goes on to state that it is actually the 
assistant coaches that these recruits have the most contact with, and thus they are cited as having 
a more significant connection with the incoming student-athlete. 
 Once in college, the coach-student-athlete relationship can strengthen or weaken with a 
power dynamic that typically takes decision-making abilities away from the student-athlete 
(Denison & Scott-Thomas, as cited in Jones et al., 2011).  Student-athletes’ time in college can 
be dominated by their coach-influenced athletics participation, regardless of the sport within 
which they participate.  This can result in clustering in less rigorous programs of study 
(Schneider et al., 2010) and lower graduation rates (Harper, 2016).  Although NCAA rules 
prohibit student-athletes practicing more than 20 hours per week on their sport, D-I student-
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athletes report participating in sport-related activities an average of over 40 hours per week 
(NCAA, 2015f). 
 The coach-imposed sport-related time demands can be especially troublesome for 
student-athletes who are admitted with low academic qualifying scores (GPA, SAT or ACT).  
African-American student-athletes, especially men who play football and basketball tend to enter 
NCAA D-I and D-II schools with lower academic marks compared with their White peers 
(Harper, 2016; Horton, 2011).  Student-athletes in CC athletics programs and student-athletes at 
four-year institutions who started at CCs will typically have incoming academic scores that are 
lower compared with student-athletes who do not start at CC right after high school (NCAA, 
2015 report).  This is especially true of those in football, men’s basketball, and women’s 
basketball (compared with other sports), and for those who are African-American (compared 
with their White peers) (Harper, 2016). 
 Graduating student-athletes is a stated priority for higher education institutions and their 
athletics departments, particularly with the heightened emphasis on the college completion 
agenda that can be tied to state funding (Handel, 2013).  This is especially relevant and important 
for the community college institutions (Bush et al., 2009; Handel, 2013). 
College students' on-campus experiences and engagement opportunities are important to 
their development and increase their chances of being academically successful (Astin, 1984; 
Kuh, Cruce, Shoup, Kinzie, & Gonyea, 2008).  However, engaging student-athletes on campuses 
beyond their teams’ domains and their coaches’ tight control can be difficult (Gayles & Hu, 
2009; Martin, Harrison, & Burkstein, 2010), regardless of the level of intercollegiate play 
(Harmon, 2010).  College student-athletes, especially those in football and men’s basketball in 
the higher level divisions, spend most of their non-practice-related time working on staying 
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eligible to continue playing their sport (Horton, 2009; Parsons, 2013).  This includes attending 
mandatory study tables and meeting with academic tutors almost every night of the week.  This 
leaves them little time to engage in other college experiences that could potentially stimulate 
further personal growth outside of athletics.  Fear of disappointing their team and their coaches is 
one of the reasons many student-athletes report putting in extra time not only working on their 
sport but also on staying academically eligible to compete (Yost, 2010).  
It is clear that coaches can potentially have substantial influence (positive or negative) on 
their student-athletes’ educational experiences and outcomes.  While the anecdotal evidence is 
abundant, there needs to be more empirical research on intercollegiate coaches, especially those 
who work in smaller institutions, such as community colleges.  This is a significant gap in the 
literature, which this current study aims to fill by first developing a comprehensive profile of 
community college coaches in Iowa. 
Purpose of the Study 
 
There is abundant anecdotal evidence through auto-bio/biographical and journalistic 
accounts about intercollegiate athletics coaches’ impacts on their student-athletes.  However, 
there is little empirical research on the topic.  Thus, an aim of this study is to quantitatively and 
qualitatively analyze community college coaches’ levels of job satisfaction and their perspectives 
on their potential impacts on their student-athletes’ educational experiences and outcomes.  In 
order to effectively accomplish this, it is necessary to first pursue the primary goal of developing 
a profile of community college athletics coaches that describes their backgrounds, experiences, 
roles, motivations to coach, challenges encountered, and how they self-identify as teachers.  
Quantitative analysis will be done with data collected from online surveys emailed to 
intercollegiate athletics coaches at the community college, NAIA, and NCAA D-III levels in 
  
12 
Iowa. Qualitative analysis will be done on data collected from semi-structured interviews with a 
sample of survey participants who expressed an interest in speaking further about their coaching 
roles, motivations, experiences, challenges, and philosophies. 
Significance of the Study 
 
Annually, there are almost 580,000 students competing in intercollegiate athletics across 
all levels and divisions, with almost 90,000 of these competing at the community college level.  
Including institutionally supported and nationally organized club sports, this number of students 
who are being athletically coached significantly increases.  
Regardless of position or competition level, coaches can have a tremendous amount of 
influence on their student-athletes (Fingers, 2005).  Student-athletes often cite their coaches as 
being not only a major part of their lives during their college years but also as role models and 
mentors outside of their sport beyond their playing days (Fingers, 2005).  Because a coach 
closely interacts with dozens of student-athletes each year, a single coach can (for better or 
worse) potentially impact hundreds or even thousands of people over the course of his or her 
coaching career.   
Because of the higher turnover rate of two-year student-athletes at community colleges, 
these two-year coaches' can possibly double the number of young people they impact compared 
to their four-year coaching colleagues.  However, coaches at community colleges are also more 
likely than four-year coaches to work in other jobs or fulfill other roles that could potentially 
contribute to departure from the coaching profession.  This could possibly limit the number of 
young people the coaches ultimately impact. 
Overall, there has been very little research about community college athletics coaches.  
Following Pastore’s (1992) study of CC coaches’ reasons for entering and leaving the coaching 
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profession and guided by a conceptual framework based on Role Theory and the FIT Choice 
Model (Expectancy Value Theory), this study will attempt to empirically examine community 
college athletics coaches’ profile characteristics:  backgrounds, experiences, roles, motivations 
for coaching, encountered challenges, levels of teacher self-identification, levels of job 
satisfaction, and their first-person perspectives on how they potentially impact their student-
athletes’ educational experiences. 
Conceptual Framework 
 
 There is no one unified conceptual framework that clearly provides insight or perspective 
on studying intercollegiate athletics coaches’ motivations, desires to do what they do or decisions 
and actions taken while in their individual contexts.  Because the population of interest is firmly 
rooted in the U.S. education system, and because members of this population typically describe 
themselves as teachers, the first framework used is the FIT Choice Model, which is based on 
expectancy value theory and the study of pre-service teachers deciding to teach.  The second 
theoretical framework, role theory, is used to provide a lens on the multiple roles performed and 
relationships cultivated in coaches’ contextual settings.   
FIT-Choice Model and Expectancy Value Theory 
 
Regardless of whether they spend any time as instructors in a classroom, coaches often 
refer to themselves as teachers, and many in fact do start out in or continue to be involved in 
education.  Therefore, research about teachers’ motivations, aspirations, and career development 
is used to develop a conceptual framework related to intercollegiate athletics coaches.  Brookhart 
and Freeman (1992) highlighted intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic motivations as the most 
important reasons for deciding to teach.  Moreover, work by Richardson and Watt (2006 and 
2007), has developed an integrated and empirically validated framework (FIT Choice Model) to 
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examine motivations to pursue a teaching career based on expectancy-value theory.  Expectancy-
value theory (EVT) says that individuals’ choices and behaviors are shaped by their experiences 
and their values (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).  In this theory, motivation is explained by one's 
beliefs about how well he or she will do a task (expectancy) and the extent to which he or she 
values the task (value) (Fong, Davis, Kim, Y., Kim, Y. W., Marriott, & Kim, S., 2016). 
Many coaches first decide to coach because they loved playing sports themselves as 
athletes, and because of their positive experiences being a part of an athletics team.  Athletes 
who are positively impacted by their coaches who become role models and mentors encourage 
the athletes into believing that they also can become a positive influence on young persons’ lives. 
Thus, there tends to be a will to “give back” to one’s community by way of this mentorship. 
Role Theory 
Much of the current research about athletics coaches have focused on aspects linked to 
the physical and/or psychological development of their athletes (Potrac, Brewer, Jones, Armour, 
& Hoff, 2000; Jones & Potrac, 2003).  Athletics coaching is a complex activity that combines 
multiple roles, influenced by multiple social and cultural domains (Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 
2002).  It is undeniable that much of a coach’s work is connected with a number of significant 
others, such as athletes, administrators, institutional personnel, and other coaches.  Coaching is 
essentially a social activity that is linked to human interaction (Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 
2003).  Like teaching, athletics coaching is fundamentally about establishing myriad connections 
not only to and between multiple subjects, but also to and among other persons and life in 
general within and beyond sports (Cushion, Armour, & Jones, 2006; Fernandez-Balboa, 2001). 
Each connection is fraught with unique tensions characteristic of social interaction, which might 
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explain why it is inherently difficult to develop a one-fits-all model of coaching effectiveness 
(however that is defined) (Jones, Armour, & Potrac, 2002). 
Because intercollegiate athletics coaches play multiple roles depending on what their 
student-athletes need them to be or what their job calls for at any point in time, integrating role 
theory in the conceptualization of this study will help situate the study's participants in the 
appropriate contexts.  Coaches do not just act as the resident experts that student-athletes look to 
for technical and sport-specific direction, but coaches also perform roles related to non-sport-
specific domains that their athletes need at particular instances (acting as a parent, sibling, friend, 
therapist, etc.). 
Role theory has a long history in sociology and psychology dating back to the 1930’s and 
has undergone several analyses and reiterations (Biddle, 1986).  The overarching domains of role 
theory used informing this study are Organizational Role Theory and Social Cognitive Role 
Theory.  As the these potentially relates to leadership, group dynamics, and power interactions, 
Goffman’s (1959 & 1974) understandings of this theoretical framework will be used to enlighten 
its potential impact on the interactions of coaches and their multiple roles working with their 
student-athletes in educational settings (Jones, Potrac, Cushion, & Ronglan, 2011). 
Research Questions 
 
The following research questions were developed to respond to this study’s purpose: 
1. What are Iowa CC coaches’ profile characteristics, such as their backgrounds, roles, 
experiences, motivations to coach, challenges encountered, how they self-identify as 
teachers, their level of job satisfaction, and their perceived level of impact on their 
student-athletes? 
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2. Are there statistically significant mean differences in profile characteristics among 
different sub-samples of this IA community college coaching population? 
a. Between female coaches and male coaches? 
b. Between assistant coaches and head coaches? 
c. Between full-time and part-time coaches? 
d. Between coaches with extra jobs and coaches without extra jobs? 
e. Among coaches of different career levels? 
f. Among coaches of different age levels? 
g. In addition, are there differences in profile characteristics between the community 
college coaches and the NCAA D-III and NAIA coaches who also completed the 
same survey? 
3. Do coaches’ motivations to coach and types of challenges encountered predict whether 
the coaches’ report being satisfied in their jobs?   
4. How do CC coaches deal with the challenges associated with their multiple roles, 
maintaining their passion for and resilience in their coaching profession? 
5. In what ways do community college coaches believe they influence their student-athletes’ 
educational experiences or outcomes? 
In addition to the major research questions, the investigator is interested in examining 
the efficacy of the survey instrument that was created for this study.  To accomplish this, 
exploratory factor analysis (EFA) and logistic regression analysis will be run.  Since the CC 
coaching sample size (n = 60) is insufficient to effectively run these two analyses, the total 
sample of small-school coaches in Iowa including coaches in the NAIA and NCAA D-III levels 
will be used.  It is believed that the null hypotheses concerning any potential mean differences 
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for the EFA-created variables of interest among the three levels of coaches will be upheld.  The 
logistic regression model will test whether the study’s variables of interest relating to coaches’ 
motivations and challenges will predict their job satisfaction, and thus align with the literature 
and theoretical concept guiding this study. 
Limitations 
 
The three main limitations for this study revolve around the sample used.  The first 
limitation includes a low sample size.  It is typically difficult to get high response rates from 
intercollegiate athletics coaches to participate in research studies.  As a result, it will be difficult 
to generalize and draw conclusions about all intercollegiate athletics coaches across every level 
of competition.  
While this study specifically examines the profile characteristics of community college 
coaches in the state of Iowa, survey responses of other coaches at Iowa NAIA and NCAA 
Division-III athletic programs are included in certain statistical analyses.  Because participants 
are limited to being small school coaches in community college, NAIA, and NCAA D-III athletic 
programs in Iowa, it would be difficult to generalize this study’s results to other coaches in other 
regions of the U.S. or outside the U.S., as well to coaches in other levels of competition, such as 
youth, high school, professional, or other intercollegiate divisions. 
This study strictly explores the athletics coaches’ profile characteristics and the coaches’ 
perspectives on how their profile characteristics (such as their roles, challenges, and motivations) 
potentially have an impact on their student-athletes’ education experiences.  Because this study is 
limited to the coaches’ responses and viewpoints, it would be impossible to infer actual causality 
of how they directly or indirectly affect their student-athletes’ educational experiences and 
outcomes.  It could be informative in the future to include the student-athletes’ perspectives 
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about their coaches’ characteristics and impacts and to compare this with the coaches’ 
perspectives.  However, the major aim of this study is to first establish a profile describing 
community college coaches in Iowa. 
Definitions of Terms 
 
 The following definitions are used for this study: 
 
Assistant Coach:  The assistant coach helps the head coach of a specific sport with all 
duties and responsibilities related to running the athletic squad.  There are often multiple 
assistant coaches for each intercollegiate athletic squad. 
Division-I:  This term refers to one of three divisions in the NCAA.  Division-I (D-I) 
athletic programs sponsor the highest levels of intercollegiate competition by attempting to be 
revenue-generating and fan-friendly, serving both the university community and the general 
public while desiring national prominence. 
Division-II:  This term refers to one of three divisions in the NCAA.  Division-II (D-II) 
athletic programs field squads that are not as competitive or high-level as NCAA D-I programs, 
but they are more competitive than the NCAA D-III programs.  Many institutions who sponsor 
D-II programs meld characteristics of D-I and D-III schools.  For example, many emphasize a 
high level of competition but also focus on a holistic college student experience for the student-
athletes. 
Division-III:  This term refers to one of three divisions in the NCAA. Division-III (D-III) 
is the lowest level of competition compared to D-I and D-II.  Institutions who compete in D-III 
tend to be small private liberal arts colleges.  No athletic-related scholarships are given to 
students in D-III. 
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Educational experiences:  The phrase refers to all the experiences (including non-
academic and non-athletic) that students encounter while at their institution of higher education. 
Examples could include not only their course work and engagement with faculty and classmates, 
but also participation in student clubs, organizations, and activities on campus. 
Educational Outcomes:  This term refers to the results of a student’s education, such as 
his or her grade-point average (GPA), degree attainment, drop-out, or transfer.  Sometimes this 
term is interchangeable with “academic” outcomes. 
Head Coach:  The head coach is the lead-coach and main decision-maker who directs a 
sports program. In addition to teaching athletic fundamentals in practice sessions and 
competitions specific to his or her sport, they also guide intra-competition strategy.  The head 
coach also oversees recruiting and has the final authority regarding which team participants 
receive playing time and levels of scholarships. 
  Institution of Higher Education:  This phrase refers to all degree-granting post-secondary 
institutions including community colleges, small liberal arts colleges, and large research-
intensive universities. 
National Association of Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA):  The NAIA is the national 
governing body for more than 250 colleges and universities.  Institutions who compete in the 
NAIA tend to be small private liberal arts colleges, and many are affiliated with particular 
religious denominations. 
National Collegiate Athletic Association (NCAA):  The NCAA is the national governing 
body for more than 1,200 colleges, universities, conferences, and organizations that collectively 
invest in improving the experiences of student-athletes on the field, in the classroom, and in life 
(according to the 2015-16 NCAA manual). 
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National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA):  The NJCAA is the major 
national governing body for more than 500 two-year institutions (community colleges).  Similar 
to the NCAA, there are three divisions within the NJCAA (D-I, D-II, and D-III). 
Student-athlete:  This term refers to anyone who attends an institution of higher 
education and participates in a sport in addition to the coursework that is taken.  For this study, 
this includes all those who participate in the sport on scholarship along with those who 
participate but who do not receive a scholarship for participating as an athlete on a team.  All 
student-athletes are full-time students enrolled in at least the minimum number of credit hours. 
Organization of the Dissertation  
 
The main goal of this study is to build a comprehensive profile that describes Iowa 
community college athletics coaches' backgrounds, experiences, roles, motivations to coach, 
challenges encountered, levels of teacher self-identification, levels of job satisfaction, and their 
self-perceived ability to impact student-athletes' educational experiences.  Other goals include 
exploring potential relationships among these profile characteristics and potential differences 
among sub-samples of this population.  These goals are fulfilled by a parallel mixed methods 
approach, with quantitative analysis of a survey instrument along with a qualitative analysis of 
semi-structured interviews to gain deeper levels of understanding of phenomenon related to their 
profile characteristics. 
In addition to this chapter, this dissertation comprises chapters presenting a review of 
literature; methodology; results; and discussion, implications, recommendations, future research, 
and conclusions.  Specifically, chapter 2 includes an extensive review of the literature 
referencing research on the roles of coaches from their historical origins to modern American 
higher education, current collegiate coaches’ influences on student-athletes, and collegiate 
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coaches’ levels of job satisfaction.  In addition, the literature review includes further information 
about community colleges (their development and characteristics) and summarizes the NAIA 
and NCAA D-III levels of intercollegiate athletics.  Chapter 2 ends with a review of the 
conceptual framework used in this study.   
Chapter 3 outlines the methodological design of this study and includes a description of 
the research design, variables used in this study, data analysis methods, ethical issues, and 
limitations.  Chapter 4 presents the main quantitative results and qualitative findings of this 
study.  Chapter 5 includes a discussion of the findings, resulting implications with suggestions 
for future studies, and conclusions. 
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CHAPTER 2. LITERATURE REVIEW 
 
Overview 
 
 To understand how intercollegiate athletics coaches have gained their current place 
within our American culture and how they have developed the amount of influence they have 
within our institutions of higher education, it is helpful to be familiar with the history of athletics 
competition and of coaches and their historical connection with education.  These historical 
connections date back to ancient civilizations and some of the first academic systems that guided 
students in their pursuit of excellence.  Two theoretical frameworks, Role Theory and the FIT 
Choice Model (based on Expectancy Value Theory), form the conceptual model that guides this 
study. 
The research specific to intercollegiate athletics coaches, though limited, will be 
elucidated throughout this chapter.  Empirical studies on this population are scarce.  Most studies 
on athletics coaches are done at professional levels of competition outside the U.S. where 
athletics are part of professionalized club systems rather than with educational systems, are from 
student-athletes' perspectives, or are focused on NCAA D-I levels.  The least amount of literature 
includes that of small-college coaches, such as in community colleges (CCs), NCAA D-III, and 
NAIA levels.  Because the current study’s quantitative methodological approach includes data 
collected from D-III and NAIA coaches to strengthen data analyses, and because the researcher 
believes coaches of these three levels are similar, this chapter does briefly summarize 
descriptions of these levels.  It is hoped that a familiarization with the small college coaches will 
enlighten readers about these coaches' connections with the idea that athletics can positively 
contribute to student-athletes' collegiate education and that these coaches can potentially be a 
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major factor in this noble endeavor.  See Appendix D for a literature map and overview of the 
following review of pertinent literature. 
Origins of Athletics and Coaching as a Part of Education 
 
The systematic integration of athletics as part of education was established in ancient 
Greece (Reid, 2013, as cited in Simon).  Athletics’ importance grew to the greatest extent in this 
ancient Greek culture to culminate in the organization of the Olympic games.  The Olympiad 
started in 776 BC and ran consistently every four years for 1000 years.  It was deemed so 
important to the Greeks, that even major wars with Persia and eventual conquest by the Romans 
did not disrupt the Games (Amidon, 2012).  According to Amidon (2012), some of Greece’s 
most famous and influential citizens were its Olympic champions, such as Milo (wrestling), 
Theogenes (boxing), Leonidas (running), and Alcibiades (chariot racing). 
Plato, who was a champion wrestler before becoming a philosopher, was a participant 
and avid fan of the Olympics, as was his student, Aristotle.  Their support of the games and of 
physical athleticism in general contrasted with other thinkers and writers of the time who 
believed the spectacles were a waste of time and energy (Amidon, 2012, Kyle, 2015).  In a 
reflection of today’s athlete-worship society, the flamboyance and fame of ancient Greek 
Olympic champions caused some commentators such as Diogenes, Euripides, and Galen to 
criticize the level of importance placed on athletic competitions and the level of influence the 
champions wielded (Amidon, 2012).  But, these dissenting voices were rare.  Ultimately, it was 
Plato’s and Aristotle’s views on athletics’ place in one’s individual life and in society as a whole 
that would influence their civilization.  Their academies developed some of the first structured 
P.E. classes, and as two of the earliest “teacher-coaches,” they systematically integrated physical 
training into the curricula.  
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Throughout Greece, gymnasia were established to teach young boys fundamental 
athleticism in systematic training.  Developing their athletic skills and values was part of their 
instruction as positive citizens for their city-states (Kyle, 2015).  If a boy displayed talent, he 
might earn the attention of a private trainer, a predecessor of the modern coach (Amidon, 2012).  
Many of these identified promising athletes would be financially supported by sponsors who 
would pay for their coaching (Kyle, 2015).  Kyle (2015), details how Pindar documented the 
accomplishments of the Olympic trainer, Melesias, a former Olympic champion himself, who 
guided athletes to over 30 victories under his instruction.  Pindar called Melesias the "fashioner 
of athletes" (Kyle, 2015, p. 195).  
Whether for hunters preparing to kill prey, soldiers preparing for war, competitors 
training for athletic fame, or students striving for holistic development, coaches guided and 
directed these early athletes in their endeavors to master skills and techniques that would lead to 
their goal accomplishment (Kyle, 2015).  Although athletes would usually gain the glory from 
the public, their coaches were often anonymous sages unseen in the background.   
The idea of the unseen and unheard coach somewhat mirrors the situation of today’s 
small-school intercollegiate coaches who often toil in relative anonymity.  However, this is 
heavily contrasted with NCAA D-I head coaches of football and men’s basketball, who are often 
more well-known than the standout athletes they coach. 
History of Intercollegiate Athletics Coaching in the United States 
At colleges such as Harvard and other “Ivy” schools, students found that their teachers 
were not very supportive of increasingly competitive games that were being developed first as 
intra- school/inter-class competitions, then to inter school competitions.  Williams and associates 
(2008) write that the teachers felt it distracted the students from their primary focus of study. 
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Therefore, the students relied on organizing and administering the games on their own, having 
the more experienced players act as player-coaches to provide leadership (Williams et al., 2008). 
From the 1850’s, students coached themselves, or volunteers who had previously 
participated as athletes helped guide them (Smith, 2011).  As the popularity of the inter-school 
athletics competitions swiftly grew, along with intense rivalries, in the 1870’s institutions felt 
they needed to employ professional coaches to enhance player safety and to increase their 
chances of winning (Gerdy, 2000).  Faculty and those from the academic side became wary of 
coaches when institutions insisted they pay the coaches in order to get the best coaches for their 
teams.  This emphasis on professional coaches further chipped away at the initial amateur 
idealism that originated from the British system integrating athletics and education. 
In the 1890's, William Rainey Harper was hired by John D. Rockefeller to be the first 
president of the University of Chicago.  According to Bernstein (2001), one of the first things 
Harper did was bring his protégé at Yale, Amos Alonzo Stagg, to start an athletics department 
for the new institution.  Lester (1999) states that one of the many major coaching innovations 
Stagg developed was national scouting and recruiting of athletes.  With Harper’s encouragement 
and support (including increased funding), Stagg actively scouted student-athletes across the 
country in an effort to get the best possible athletes for the University of Chicago’s athletic teams 
(Lester, 1999).  Consequently, Stagg was possibly the first paid professional coach who 
established the belief that it was necessary to spend most of your daily hours developing your 
athletics program – if you wanted to have successful athletic teams that won more games than 
they lost.  In order to keep up with the University of Chicago, other institutions’ athletics 
programs intensified their recruiting and increased their spending (Lester, 1999).  In addition, 
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Bernstein (2001) argues that this is when coaches began to invest increasingly more time and 
effort dedicated to building “winning” athletics programs. 
Stagg, along with his contemporaries, Walter Camp and Dr. James Naismith, were all 
formally trained as educators, and they adamantly supported the potential benefits of athletics 
participation on students’ educations.  They believed "that they had been called not only to train 
young men in athletics but to build men of strong value and character" (Rains & Carpenter, p. 
29).  This clearly aligns with the early educators of ancient Greece who viewed athletics and 
academics as complimentary (Amidon, 2012) and that athletics coaches were coaching not only 
athleticism and technical skill, but also how to be a "virtuous" citizen and positive contributor to 
society (Reid, as cited in Simon, 2013). 
Community Colleges 
William Rainey Harper was not only instrumental in the progression of intercollegiate 
athletics as a tool to advance institutional prestige, but he was also integral in the formation of 
the community college system (Williams et al., 2008).  As president of the University of 
Chicago, Harper recognized his region's need for two-year institutions to integrate into post-
secondary education local students who may have initially failed to be admitted into four-year 
institutions. Harper also envisioned articulation agreements between the four-year institutions 
and two-year institutions.  Because of Harper's role in the development of community colleges 
and his pioneering belief that athletics enhance the institutions' prestige and enrollment, it is 
natural that these two-year institutions would also include athletics programs as part of their 
education systems.  
Regardless of the type or location, a major purpose of community college has been to 
enhance the opportunity for and access to higher education.  Indeed, community colleges serve 
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as the inaugural post-secondary experience for many college students (American Association of 
Community Colleges, 2016).  Moreover, the AACC (2016) states that community colleges 
account for almost one-half of all undergraduate students in postsecondary institutions. 
Community colleges are more likely than baccalaureate-granting colleges to enroll students who 
are from disadvantaged backgrounds, such as those of underrepresented minority status, low 
socioeconomic status, first-generational college students, and students who are academic 
underperformers (Bragg, 2001).   Community colleges, unlike the four-year institutions, operate 
by a mission to provide higher levels of education to every person (Cohen & Brawer, 2008) by 
offering courses that meet the economic needs of the community and local regions, and by 
providing access to college-level courses to high school students through dual enrollment 
(Bragg, 2001). Community colleges offer diverse educational opportunities such as career 
development and technical education, certifications (e.g., electrician, mechanic, dental assistant), 
workforce development for companies' personnel, and courses that can be transferred to other 
colleges or universities (Cohen & Brawer, 2008).    
While having access to higher education is an important start for most students, the 
transfer process is an important component of the American higher education system, as 
transferring provides access to baccalaureate-granting institutions for community college 
students.  Enhancing the opportunities for students to eventually earn a four-year degree is 
another goal that community colleges are essential to achieving.  This is certainly true of student-
athletes, as well as the general student population (Castaneda, Katsinas, & Hardy, 2006). 
Development of Community College Athletics 
 
Community college athletic competition can be traced back to 1929 when the California 
Junior College Federation formed, and then later reorganized into the California Community 
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College Athletic Association (CCCAA) (Lawrence et al., 2009).  These two-year institutions 
aimed to increase their enrollment by offering athletic opportunities to students who would not 
otherwise qualify academically or athletically to enroll at a four-year institution.  The Northwest 
Athletic Association of Community Colleges, now the Northwest Athletic Conference (NWAC), 
has been sponsoring league & national championship events since 1946 (Lawrence et al., 2009).  
In 1938, the National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) was founded by 13 junior 
colleges in California & began sponsoring national championships in 1939 with track and field 
(Lawrence et al., 2009).  Since the 1950’s, the NJCAA has been the largest national governing 
body of athletics at community colleges (Lawrence et al., 2009).  However, the NWAC and the 
CCCAA are still active and strong.  
As the "front porch" of an institution, a college's athletics teams are often the most visible 
aspect of the institution and can thus have a significant impact on the institutions' image.  This 
can be true of community colleges just as it is with four-year institutions.  When implemented 
appropriately, a community college’s athletics program is an extension of the college mission 
and can add to the positive culture that the college attempts to grow. 
Characteristics of Community College Athletics 
 
Among community colleges, there are differences in cultures based on geographic and 
regional realities that influence particular colleges’ emphasis or lack of emphasis on athletics.  
Community colleges can be generally categorized as rural, suburban, and urban with further sub-
categories.   
It is much more common for rural community colleges to support athletics as a part of 
their missions versus suburban or urban colleges.  Bush et al. (2009) analyzed the different types 
of community colleges and the proportions of sports teams and student-athletes that participated 
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in intercollegiate athletics.  Using IPEDS data, they found that rural community colleges 
accounted for 61% of all districts that fielded athletic teams, and they found that rural 
community colleges accounted for 47% of all student-athletes at public community colleges.  
Suburban colleges accounted for the second most, and urban colleges had the lowest number of 
teams and student-athletes (Bush, Castaneda, Hardy, & Katsinas, 2009). 
To emphasize the relative importance rural colleges place on athletics, they are much 
more likely to be in the Division-I or Division-II tiers of the NJCAA and award athletic-related 
aid (scholarships) than suburban and urban colleges (Bush et al., 2009; Castenada, 2004).  
Castaneda, Katsinas, & Hardy (2006) reasoned that rural community colleges use the lure of 
athletic scholarships to enhance their recruitment in the face of difficulties in attracting students 
to their rural campuses.  Suburban and urban colleges may not feel it is necessary to award 
athletic scholarships as a recruitment tool because they are able to draw from a larger pool of 
potential students in their immediate geographic areas (Castaneda et al., 2004). 
It is also speculated by Castaneda and colleagues (2004) and Cigliano (2006) that rural 
areas tend to have social and cultural environmental presses that emphasize sports to a greater 
extent.  These communities put sports on a pedestal.  To them, athletics participation is a way for 
young people to learn what they deem as valuable life lessons, and this inevitably influences the 
perception and mission of the local institutions of higher education in the same way. 
The 2009 study by Bush and associates reported the number of student-athletes 
participating in several of the most popularly supported teams at public community colleges. 
When ranked by the number of full and partial athletic scholarships awarded, basketball has the 
largest number of students participating, followed by baseball and softball.  For men only, after 
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basketball and baseball, the next most common sports are golf, soccer, and football.  For women, 
after basketball and softball, the next most common sports are golf, volleyball, and tennis. 
When looking at the above, one might ask why or how football is so low on the list of 
most students participating, as a football team typically requires such a large number of players. 
Because a football program is so expensive to operate, many community colleges (even rural 
ones) choose not to support it.  The average annual cost to run a football program according to 
Bush and colleagues (2009), was around $100,000.  The second most expensive were baseball at 
$48,500.  The most expensive women’s sport was basketball at $39,700.  Football usually 
requires more coaches to be paid and more specialized equipment that is harder to reuse year to 
year.   
Most of the above community college sports programs are governed by one of the three 
previously mentioned national/regional governing bodies that oversee their member institutions 
and follow set guidelines and rules.  The National Junior College Athletic Association (NJCAA) 
oversees the largest number of public community colleges and the largest number of total 
student-athletes.  Within the NJCAA, there are three distinct divisions (Division-I, Division-II, 
and Division-III) that have characteristics similar to the NCAA’s three divisions.  Community 
colleges in D-I and D-II can award athletic-related scholarships, while those colleges in D-III 
cannot.  D-I programs can offer full scholarships, including tuition, books, housing, and meal 
plans.  D-II programs can off tuition and books scholarships, but not housing or meal plans.  
Most rural community college athletic programs tend to be in D-I or D-II (Bush et al, 2009; 
Castaneda et al., 2006).  This also true with the current study, as all the community college 
athletics programs in Iowa are D-I or D-II. 
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 Comparing community college student-athlete participation by state, states with stronger 
general education foci may have more traditionally aged students, a group that is most likely to 
pursue intercollegiate athletics.  However, states with a historically greater technical focus for 
their two-year colleges (Louisiana, Kentucky, and Delaware) may not view athletics as a vital 
student activity that adds to campus life (Castaneda et al., 2006).  Alaska’s and Hawaii’s 
community colleges do not have any active intercollegiate athletics due to the associated travel 
costs (Castaneda et al., 2006). 
While most states do not directly fund community college athletics in any way, individual 
colleges decide how to use the funds that they are allocated.  Until the early 2000’s, the state of 
Alabama actually did help directly fund their community colleges’ athletic programs (Lawrence 
et al., 2009).  However, most individual community colleges need to completely rely on their 
ability to generate their own revenue to cover their athletic-related expenses.  It is very common 
for community college athletic teams to organize fund-raisers and to enter partnerships with local 
businesses. 
In determining the allocation of funds, most states use funding formulas that are heavily 
influenced by the institutions’ enrollment of full-time students (Lawrence et al., 2009).  This is 
one reason that many institutions seek to maintain athletic teams with large numbers of athletes 
(football, baseball, soccer, softball).  Castaneda and associates (2006) even argue that institutions 
should consider having a football team for this reason.   
With or without state funding, most community colleges barely break even or lose money 
with their athletic programs.  According to Horton (2009), in 2006, 49% of public community 
colleges in the NJCAA reported a financial loss or no financial gain for their athletic programs. 
Of the remaining institutions, 23% of institutions earned around $25,000 and 4% of institutions 
  
32 
earned around $150,000 (Horton, 2009).  A deeper analysis needs to be done to determine if and 
how the type of community college, the type of region, and the type of sports has a relationship 
with these financial gains or losses. 
It is clear that many community colleges support athletic programs not only to help 
increase their total enrollment numbers (Castaneda, et al. 2006), but also to provide an 
opportunity to higher education to many student-athletes who would not otherwise qualify for 
entrance to a four-year college out of high school (Lawrence, Mullen & Horton, 2009).  
Community colleges also provide students an opportunity to continue playing competitive sports 
after high school (Mendoza, Horton, & Mendez, 2012).  
It is difficult to accurately collect data on community college student-athletes’ academic 
outcomes (degree completion, transfer rate to four-year colleges, and GPA) at a national level. 
Some attempts have been done at state levels.  In his 2009 dissertation, David Horton found that 
student-athletes in Florida community colleges earned better grades and earned more credits than 
their non-athlete peers, but they are significantly less likely to graduate.  To some, the low 
graduation rates might suggest that two-year athletic programs need a dose of academic reform 
with the sorts of restrictions and sanctions common in NCAA divisions.  
Horton (2009b) found community college athletes at four institutions earned a mean GPA 
of 2.59, and the non-athletes earned a 2.29.  This gap was consistent when comparing by race, 
gender, and SES.  In addition, the CC athletes earned four more credit hours per semester than 
non-athletes, and this difference was also similar among demographic subgroups.  However, 
these differences in performance must be viewed cautiously, because of student-athletes, 
including in CCs, tend to cluster in easier courses in order to maintain eligibility to play sports 
(Schneider et al., 2010).  This fact might help explain Horton's (2009b) second finding that 
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despite their better-than-average GPAs and credits earned, student-athletes were less likely than 
non-athletes to earn their associate degree or certificate.   
CC student-athletes were just as likely as their non-athlete peers to transfer to a four-year 
institution regardless of earning a two-year degree or certificate (Horton, 2009).  The NCAA 
only keeps track of CC student-athletes once they enroll as a student-athlete at a NCAA four-
year school.  The NCAA has reported that student-athletes who start at a CC, are significantly 
less likely to earn a bachelor’s degree than student-athletes who enter four-year schools directly 
from high school (Britsch et al., 2015). 
The Iowa Community College Athletics Conference (ICCAC) consists of 15 institutions 
(13 from Iowa and two from Nebraska).  The ICCAC sanctions 12 men’s sports and 11 women’s 
sports across all divisions (I, II, and III), but the majority of the athletic programs are in D-I and 
D-II community college athletics.  
NAIA & NCAA D-III Athletics 
  Because the current study's survey collected data from coaches of NAIA and NCAA D-
III athletic programs, and because this data is used in some statistical analyses, it is appropriate 
to describe these two levels of intercollegiate competition.  Similar to community college 
athletics and coaches, the little empirical research examines these small-school athletics 
programs.  Coaches from these institutions, similar to community college coaches, often work in 
multiple jobs and perform multiple roles on their campuses.  This starkly contrasts with coaches 
at larger schools with NCAA D-II or D-I athletics programs, who can largely focus on just their 
coaching roles.  
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Characteristics of NCAA Division-III 
 Many institutions that field NCAA D-III sports teams are private liberal arts colleges.  
The NCAA D-III philosophy revolves around the emphasis on using athletics participation to 
further student-athletes’ overall development including their educational outcomes.  From the 
NCAA website: “Colleges and universities in Division III place the highest priority on the 
overall quality of the educational experience and on the successful completion of all students’ 
academic programs.  They seek to establish and maintain an environment in which a student-
athlete’s athletics activities are conducted as an integral part of the student-athlete’s educational 
experience, and an environment that values cultural diversity and gender equity among their 
student-athletes and athletics staff…” (NCAA, 2016h).  Partly due to their education-first focus, 
D-III schools do not award any scholarships related to students’ athletic potential or ability.  
There are nine NCAA D-III Institutions in the Iowa Intercollegiate Athletic Conference, 
and they compete in 13 men’s sports and 11 women’s sports.  Two Iowa institutions that 
compete in the NCAA D-III Midwest Conference were also included.  The Midwest Conference 
supports 10 men’s sports and 10 women’s sports. 
Characteristics of the NAIA 
 The National Association for Intercollegiate Athletics (NAIA) was established in 1937 
with a basketball tournament.  A growing number of institutions had become dissatisfied with 
the direction that intercollegiate athletics was taking toward a commercialized model of 
entertainment that chipped away at many institutions’ academic missions and educational 
philosophies (Yost, 2010).  According to its website, the NAIA is a governing body of small 
athletics programs that are “dedicated to character-driven intercollegiate athletics.”  The NAIA 
seeks to create an “environment in which every student-athlete, coach, official and spectator is 
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committed to the true spirit of competition” through five core values: integrity, respect, 
responsibility, sportsmanship, and servant leadership (NAIA, 2016).   
There are approximately 65,000 student-athletes that compete in 25 NAIA sponsored 
sports.  Most of the institutions that compete at the NAIA level are private liberal arts colleges. 
Further, many are religiously affiliated, especially with Christian denominations of faith.  The 
NAIA institutions are very similar to NCAA D-III institutions regarding their size, the 
characteristics of their typical student bodies, their private liberal arts settings, religious 
affiliations, and the emphasis they put on academics and ensuring a holistic education for their 
student-athletes.  A significant feature that sets the NAIA intercollegiate sports program apart 
from the NCAA D-III counterpart is that where NCAA D-III schools cannot award athletically 
related scholarships, the NAIA is free to do so. 
In Iowa, there are 12 institutions that compete in the NAIA.  While these schools 
compete with each other, they are actually members of four separate conferences (Great Plains 
Athletic Conference, Heart of America Conference, North Star Conference and the Chicagoland 
Conference).  All four of these conferences include schools spanning multiple states.  Two of 
these schools with coaches in this study compete independently of a conference. 
Conceptual Framework 
 
 The conceptual framework used for this study will include two theoretical perspectives - 
Role Theory and the FIT Choice Model, which is based on Expectancy Value Theory.  
Expectancy value theory’s (EVT) FIT Choice Model (FCM) explains the motivations behind 
coaches wanting to be coaches (those intrinsic, altruistic and extrinsic reasons for coaching).  
Role theory is used to help explain the multiple roles coaches undertake while in the coaching 
profession and the potential ramifications and resulting challenges from having multiple roles.  
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Neither theoretical construct was specifically developed with athletics coaches in mind.  
However, EVT & the FCM have been used to describe the motivations for teachers wanting to 
teach.  Because athletics is closely linked with educational systems historically, especially in the 
U.S., and because one of this study's beliefs is that the majority of athletics coaches identify 
themselves strongly as teachers (one of their core profile characteristics), it is hoped that the 
FCM will prove useful. 
 Various forms and parts of role theory have been used and modified by several 
philosophers and researchers in the fields of sociology and psychology since the 1930’s. 
Whereas the FCM is largely reliant on contextual factors pre-coaching (factors leading to the 
decision to coach), role theory involves heavy contextual elements once a coach is established 
within his or her profession.  The major parts of role theory that will be used to guide this study 
are the complex inter-relational aspects and power dynamics that exist for intercollegiate 
athletics coaches and their student-athletes. 
Deciding to Coach – FIT Choice Model  
 
Coaches often refer to themselves as teachers, and many in fact do start out in or continue 
to be involved in education.  Therefore, research on teachers’ motivations, aspirations, and career 
development is used to inform a conceptual framework related to intercollegiate athletics 
coaches.  Brookhart and Freeman (1992) highlighted intrinsic, extrinsic, and altruistic 
motivations as the most important reasons for deciding to teach.  Moreover, work by Richardson 
and Watt (2006 and 2007), has developed an integrated and empirically validated framework 
(FIT Choice Model) to examine motivations to pursue a teaching career based on expectancy-
value theory.  Expectancy-value theory says that individuals’ choices and behaviors are shaped 
by their experiences and their values (Wigfield & Eccles, 2000).   
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It is believed that many coaches decide to coach because of their own experiences as an 
athlete being coached and the values they developed while participating in sports.  Athletes who 
are positively impacted by their coaches who become role models and mentors encourage the 
athletes into believing that they also can become a positive influence on young peoples’ lives.  
Thus, there tends to be a will to “give back” to one’s community by way of this pay-it-forward-
mentorship.  
The Watt and Richardson (2007) FIT-Choice Model (FCM) is one of the more 
comprehensive motivational models for explaining academically related career choices (Wigfield 
& Eccles, 2000).  The model is based on a longitudinal study of teachers and taps both the 
altruistic-type motivations, which have been emphasized in the teacher education literature 
(Brook & Freeman, 1986; Moran, Kilpatrick, Abbott, Dallatt, & McClune, 2001) as well as more 
personally utilitarian motivations and intrinsic motivations, together with ability-related beliefs.  
The Expectancy Value Theory based FIT-Choice framework also highlights individuals’ 
perceptions about the demand and reward aspects of the teaching profession, and contains a 
measure of career satisfaction and commitment.  See figure 1 for the FIT-Choice model. 
A critique of the FCM and its possible congruence with this study is that it was developed 
with studies on teachers in Australia, where organized athletics is not as ingrained within their 
education systems compared with the United States.  In addition, work done with the FCM 
involves samples of pre-service teachers that were largely female dominated (Richardson and 
Watt, 2006).  While the number of female athletics coaches is growing, it is still far behind the 
number of male athletics coaches (Kamphoff, 2010). 
The Watt and Richardson 2007 model (figure 1 below) contains precursory socialization 
influences, followed by more proximal influences of task perceptions, self-perceptions, values, 
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and fallback career.  Higher order task demand and return constructs contain first-order 
constructs: expertise and difficulty comprise the higher order task demand construct, and social 
status and teacher morale and salary comprise the higher order task return construct.  Values 
constructs in this model are "intrinsic value", "personal utility value" and "social utility value." 
The last two value constructs contain component first-order constructs. "Job security," "time for 
family", and "job transferability" comprise "personal utility value," and "shape future of 
children/adolescents", "enhance social equity", and "make social contributions" and "work with 
children/adolescents" comprise the higher-order "social utility value" construct. 
 
Figure 1. The ‘‘FIT-Choice’’ framework: Motivations for choosing a teaching career  
To apply the above model to coaches is not difficult.  The pre-entry socialization 
influences would include the coaches’ experiences as student-athletes in youth and high school 
sports, where they are invariably influenced by their own coaches, who were likely also their 
teachers in school.  Because they viewed their teacher-coaches as role models and mentors, they 
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saw the value in becoming a positive role model themselves for the next generation of student-
athletes.  Their positive experiences as a participant in athletics undoubtedly reinforced an 
already growing love of sport in general and of competing and pursuing excellence in particular.  
Task demand relates to one exploring what it takes to be a successful coach like their own 
mentor-coaches.  They learn that it typically takes long hours to become good at what you do. 
Just like with anything else, it takes a lot of practice and lots of different experiences.  At the 
same time, there needs to be a demand in the market for your potential coaching job.  Many 
coaches may actually get their first taste of the profession in volunteer positions, and this initial 
exploration can either reinforce their desires to coach or it can turn them off from this direction. 
Task return would include young coaches evaluating whether what they get in return for 
coaching would be worth it to them or would balance out the potential demands of the 
profession.  
Self-perceptions involve the young coach’s opinions of his or her own potential as a 
coach.  Sometimes this might relate to how successful the coach was as a student-athlete; 
however, anecdotal evidence says otherwise.  It is common for young coaches to be identified 
and encouraged to pursue coaching by their own coaches, and their confidence as coaches is 
initially developed.  
Intrinsic value gives the young coach positive personal feelings related to their coaching. 
It feels good to them to help young student-athletes and young people in general.  This can be the 
case not only in the technical athletic setting but also in the general sense outside of sport. 
Coaches feel personally rewarded and satisfied to see their athletes "get it" as they improve their 
technical aspects on the field or court.  They typically might feel just as happy to see their 
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athletes grow and develop as students and persons in life outside the practice or competition 
setting. 
Intrinsic value is closely tied to social utility value (altruism).  Coaches might get a lot of 
motivation for doing what they do (coaching) because they like to work with kids.  From an 
altruistic perspective, they see the value in being a role model for young people and how that can 
positively affect not only those athletes' lives but also their communities and society in general. 
Personal utility value relates to a coach weighing the potential intrinsic and altruistic 
benefits with the potential extrinsic and personal economic benefits of coaching.  Typically, to be 
good at any job, it takes hours of work, and coaching is no exception.  Coaching is known to be a 
profession with high time demands that make it difficult to spend time in other life domains 
including family and personal areas.  In addition, the better one becomes in a certain profession, 
the greater potential to move up in level.  This can certainly be true for coaching, as coaches are 
typically very competitive and are partly driven by pursuing excellence, and sometimes feel 
validated when they are offered opportunities to coach at higher levels.  However, job security, 
job transferability, and time demands that impact family life can become more unstable as one 
climbs the professional coaching ladder.  As a result, some coaches prefer focusing on one level 
of intercollegiate competition where their job feels more stable and safe. 
Fallback career refers to coaches becoming a coach because they failed to obtain their 
initial desired career choice.  Coaching is not their first career choice, but they settle for it due to 
various circumstances.  This part of the model is likely more relevant for teachers (as it was 
originally designed for), rather than for coaches.  Typically, for small-school intercollegiate 
coaches, their fallback career actually would be the other jobs they do at their colleges that are in 
addition to coaching, which is their primary interest.  
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If the coaches step away from coaching, many simply step into their other positions at a 
deeper level.  If coaching is the fallback career option, perhaps it is these coaches who exit the 
coaching profession at higher rates than those coaches whose primary goal is to be a coach.  This 
would align with Watt’s and Richardson’s (2007) study that found that those teachers who 
entered the teaching profession as a fallback career were those who were more likely to be 
motivated to begin a teaching career because they needed a source of income and the benefits 
that came with the job.  These teachers were also more likely to be dissatisfied with their 
teaching job and to eventually exit the teaching profession after less time on the job compared to 
those teachers who entered the profession for intrinsic and altruistic reasons (Watt & Richardson, 
2007). 
These teachers who chose a teaching profession for intrinsic and altruistic reasons (to 
“work with children/adolescents,” to “make a social contribution,” and to “shape future of 
children/adolescents”) were more likely to have significantly longer teaching careers and feel 
significantly more satisfied with their teaching jobs (Watt & Richardson, 2007).  Even if teachers 
rated these reasons highly, Watt and Richardson (2007) also found that “time for family” 
correlated with the teachers’ motivations to teach and their job satisfaction.  Most of the teachers 
believed that the teaching lifestyle was conducive to their being able to spend more time with 
family, which was a strong reason for choosing the teaching career.  Watt and Richardson 
studied teacher longitudinally, and as soon as the teachers perceived their teaching jobs to 
negatively impact the amount of time spent with their family, the levels of job satisfaction 
decreased, and they were more likely to exit the profession. 
Major variables of interest for this study, and addressed by research questions 1 through 4 
involve CC coaches’ motivations for entering into and remaining within the coaching profession.  
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Research question 1 aims to describe coaches’ profile characteristics, which includes their 
motivations as the centerpiece.  Research question 2 searches for mean differences in the 
variables of interest among sub groups of the study’s sample of CC coaches.  Research question 
3 asks whether coaches’ motivations to coach potentially predict whether they report being 
satisfied in their job.  In addition to studying coaches’ motivations, their challenges are also 
examined with research questions 1 through 4.  Moreover, elements of role theory are used for 
research questions 5 and 6. 
Relationships and Influence – Role Theory 
 
  For this study, Role Theory is used to guide analysis of how coaches' multiple roles on 
their campuses potentially impact their ability to influence their student-athletes' education and 
their levels of job satisfaction.  Biddle (1986) explains that Role Theory involves an important 
facet of social behavior – that humans behave in ways that are different and sometimes 
predictable depending on their respective social identities and the situation they are in.   
There are several subfields of Role Theory that have been researched and utilized.  
Relevant to the present study is Organizational Role Theory, which is focused on social systems 
that are pre-planned, task-oriented, and hierarchical (Biddle, 1986).  Roles in these social 
organizations are assumed to be associated with identified social positions and to be generated by 
normative expectations (Biddle, 1986).  Biddle goes on to explain: 
“…norms may vary among individuals and may reflect both the official demands of the 
organizations and the pressures of informal groups.  Given multiple sources for norms, 
individuals are often subjected to role conflicts in which they must contend with 
antithetical for their behavior.  Such role conflicts produce strain and must be resolved if 
the individual is to be happy and the organization is to prosper” (p. 73). 
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Research by Fisher and Gitelson (1983) have shown that the more roles that a person 
undertakes within and around an organization, the more time they spend in working hours, the 
more stress they assume, and the less satisfied the person is with both the job and with their 
personal life.  Fisher and Gitelson (1983) argue that every role a person performs takes 
"cognitive energy" and significant effort to switch from role to role.  However, it should be noted 
that Fisher and Gitelson's work dealt with men in business and industry.  It is known that small 
school intercollegiate athletics coaches typically hold multiple positions on their campuses.  Part 
of this study's purpose to explore whether these coaches encounter role conflicts and if this 
affects their level of job satisfaction. 
Another relevant sub-field of Role Theory is Cognitive Role Theory that constitutes 
several domains (Biddle, 1986).  Relevant to this study is Cognitive role theorists' research on 
group norms and the roles of leaders and followers.  Connecting to the present study, coaches 
would be the leaders and the student-athletes would be the followers.  Hollander (1985) 
examined the influence leaders can have on followers and the results from the working 
relationships, as measured by achieving the organization's set goals.  Hollander (1985) actually 
integrated Cognitive Role Theory with Organizational Role Theory and found that age and 
number of years experience were not more effective in leading their organization to achieve their 
goals versus leaders who were younger with fewer years experience.  Instead, the quality of 
relevant experiences was more predictive.  In addition, Hollander (1985) found that how the 
leaders' used their power as the groups' authority figure affected the followers' performances, 
with authoritarian approaches being less effective than more inclusive democratic approaches 
with followers actively participating in decision-making processes.  As with Fisher and 
Gitelson's work, Hollander also studied mostly males in business. 
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Specific to intercollegiate athletics, Feezell (2013) questions the phenomenon of what he 
calls the “Coach as Sage” role in intercollegiate athletics and raises issues of the “fittingness” of 
coaches taking on the role of one who attempts to impart wisdom to his or her student-athletes 
(p. 156).  Feezell (2013) distinguishes this role as a wise sage from other roles that coaches play 
as teacher, parent, therapist, manager, caretaker, etc.  Despite common praise for college coaches 
who preach they are more interested in educating student-athletes for their whole lives, not only 
as instruments for winning games, Feezel (2013) argues we should be wary of the “Coach as 
Sage” role, because most are simply not trained to be or are just incapable of giving wise advice 
on life matters outside of their specific sporting expertise. 
 Peter French (2004) goes deeper in his critique of what he calls the “character education 
myth” often used to defend coaches’ roles as an educator in major college sports.  
“Of all the students on a university campus, none are afforded less freedom to explore 
their moral development and autonomy than those participating in intercollegiate 
athletics.  Their lives are the most regulated and supervised on campus… Perhaps more 
important, to remain on the team, intercollegiate athletes typically have to practice daily 
at odd hours, attend tutorial sessions, work out in weight rooms, eat at training tables, 
attend special study halls, report to academic advisors, travel to and from practice and 
games, study game films, and engage in team-bonding experiences.  They are expected to 
attend unscheduled, ‘volunteer’ practices that are ‘suggested’ by coaches” (p. 73). 
 French (2004) and Feezel (2013) openly doubt that most student-athletes are capable of 
receiving a holistic education led by coaches who popularize their role as a teacher imparting 
wisdom beyond sport, but who at the same time require so much of their athletes without 
supporting the athletes’ ability to think, to question, and to make their own decisions. 
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 How does a college coach decide how he communicates and acts with his student-athletes 
in response to a specific role that he fulfills?  According to Jones et al., (2011), Irving Goffman's 
(1974 & 1977) work can be used to explore the interactions coaches are involved with and the 
social contexts they are in.  Both dictate the role they decide to play.  Many coaches believe that 
keeping athletes' respect and reverence, often through presenting specific images of themselves 
as "knowledgeable, caring, yet decisive experts" is essential to their positions (Potrac et al., 
2002).  Through experience, coaches learn how to present the correct "front" to athletes in 
specific contexts in order to get the athletes to "buy into" the coaches' agendas and systems 
(Jones et al., 2004).  To keep their student-athletes fully engaged in their system in accordance 
with their philosophies, a coach essentially switches masks (parent, teacher, leader, therapist, 
expert, etc.) that fit his or her individual interactions with persons of varying needs.  
Coaches have to interact with a number of stakeholders and groups within their 
respective work environments (i.e. athletes, other students, athletic trainers, team doctors, 
assistants, administrators, and parents).  But, the student-athletes on their squads are at the heart 
of the coaching process (Jones et al., 2011).  It is Goffman's contention that, when in a leadership 
role, it may be in an individual's best interest to act "in a thoroughly calculating manner, 
expressing himself in a given way solely in order to give the impression to others that is likely to 
evoke from them the specific response he is concerned to obtain" (Jones et al., 2011, p. 86).  In 
"Goffman-speak," coaches play a role, give a performance, or wear a mask depending on the 
situation and on what they want to be accomplished by their student-athletes. 
While coaches may actually view performing multiple roles with their athletes as a 
positive aspect they enjoy about their job, they may view the other professional roles they play 
on their campuses as deleterious.  The number of hours coaches typically spend within their 
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sports in order to develop successful programs, in combination with their other jobs, could 
potentially add stress that decreases overall job satisfaction.  A significant portion of this 
increased stress likely results from the high time demands to have a negative impact on their 
personal or family lives.  Part of the current study will explore this possibility with small school 
coaches in Iowa. 
Modified FIT Choice Model Relative to Coaches 
Figure 2 provides a visual representation of the conceptual framework used in this study.  
The model includes the FIT Choice Model (FCM) and Role Theory.  The FCM is slightly 
modified from its original representation of teachers’ motivations to teach (figure one) to reflect 
this study’s focus on coaches’ motivations to enter the coaching profession.  The visual 
representation of role theory with circles indicating the different roles that coaches play was not 
inspired by an existing model.  Five circles simply fit better in this visual representation.  Within 
each of these circles (roles) reside the unseen abstract ideas of coaches' social interactions and 
power dynamics that exist within their coaching positions.  These roles could include sport-
specific technical coach, academic advisor, surrogate parent, life counselor, the operations 
administrator or organizer of their squad's sport, etc. 
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Figure 2. Conceptual model combining FIT Choice Model and Role Theory 
 
Research on Intercollegiate Athletics Coaching  
 
 Much of the direct research on intercollegiate athletics coaches emphasize issues related 
to the coaches' levels of job or life satisfaction.  Indirectly, a significant portion of the literature 
on college coaches is culled from their student-athletes' responses and perspectives about their 
coaches.  Regardless of the type of research conducted about college coaches, the vast majority 
is done on those at the NCAA D-I level.  Indeed, the lower the collegiate competition level, the 
less is studied on this coaching population.  
Coaches’ Influence on Student-Athletes 
 
  Coaches can have a tremendous amount of influence not only with their athletes but also 
within their institutions and communities.  It has been long-believed that athletics can build 
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character and intangible qualities within participants (Weiss, 2008).  Gaines’ (2012) study of 
high school coaches found that the coaches truly believed they could help athletes develop 
positive character traits and ethical values that could be transferred from the playing fields to the 
athletes’ lives outside of sport.  Also within the pre-college coaching domain, a 2010 United 
States Anti-Doping Agency (USADA) report revealed that coaches had more influence on youth 
sports participants (age of 17 and younger) than the participants’ parents, teachers, peers, 
religion, and school. 
 Transitioning into their post-secondary education, recruited student-athletes cite 
relationships with coaches as being one of the most important factors in their decision to attend a 
particular institution (Croft, 2008).  Croft's (2008) dissertation surveyed 156 male basketball 
players in the Big XII Conference.  The respondents' listed their parents as having the most 
influence on their college choice, followed by their relationship with the assistant coaches who 
recruited them, the head coaches' reputation, the institution's reputation, and the relationship with 
the head coach.  This aligns with Cooper's (1996) study of basketball players in northwest states 
from community colleges, NAIA schools, and D-I schools.  The athletes' most important reasons 
for choosing a school were the coach's commitment to the program and the player-coach 
relationships.  The study participants rated the importance of forty variables, and four of the top 
five reasons for selecting a college were related to the coaching staff (Cooper, 1996). 
 Klenosky, Templin, and Troutman (2001) add weight to this when they found that in their 
study of 27 D-I football players, the school’s coaches were rated as the most important factors, 
because the athletes felt the coaches helped them feel comfortable at the school and provided 
them opportunities to improve skills and abilities.  Studies by Elliott (1995) and Walker (2002) 
show similar results.  Namely, that student-athletes list coaches as one of the most important 
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factors in their college choice.  Elliott surveyed male and female basketball players from NCAA 
D-I, D-II, and NAIA schools, and Walker surveyed male and female NCAA D-I athletes from 
various sports.  Thus, all these studies (among others) confirm that the coach-athlete relationship 
is established early, as the coach is seen as the student-athlete’s next mentor who will potentially 
guide them toward the next phase of their life.  While some of these studies do include small 
schools in the NAIA competition level, none include research on the two-year institutions. 
 Once on campus, student-athletes often cite coaches as one of the most influential 
components of their higher education experience (Boxill, 2013), and this coach-student-athlete 
relationship can strengthen or weaken with a power dynamic that typically takes decision-
making abilities away from the student-athlete (Denison & Scott-Thomas,  2011).  Hollembeak 
and Amorose (2007) surveyed 280 male and female NCAA D-I college athletes from multiple 
sports, and they found that when the athletes perceived their coaches as being more democratic 
(versus autocratic), allowing the athletes to participate in the teams’ decision-making processes, 
this was associated with the athletes being more motivated to perform well for their coaches both 
on the field and off it. 
Fear of disappointing their teammates and their coaches is one of the reasons many 
student-athletes report putting in extra time not only working on their sport but also on staying 
academically eligible to compete (Yost, 2010).  According to a 2010 NCAA survey and a 2015 
follow-up report, student-athletes reported the following number of hours worked per week in 
their sport:  Football 43.3, baseball 42.1, men’s basketball 39.2, and women’s basketball 37.6.  
(NCAA, 2015f).  As you go from D-I to D-II to D-III, student-athletes reported approximately 
two to three hours less per week involved in their sport during the competitive season (NCAA, 
2015f).  In D-III, the fewest hours per week reported for a sport was 27 (NCAA, 2015f).  The 
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2016-17 NCAA manual states that during the playing season, student-athletes can spend a 
maximum of 4 hours per day and 20 hours per week of countable athletically related activities. 
 Due to the number of weekly hours actually spent on athletic-related activities, combined with 
course work and mandatory study sessions in efforts to stay academically eligible, it is not 
surprising that student-athletes are often segmented from the rest of a campus' student body.  
Engaging student-athletes on campuses beyond their coaches’ tightly controlled schedules can 
truly be difficult (Gayles & Hu, 2009; Martin, Harrison, & Burkstein, 2010), especially at higher 
levels of intercollegiate competition (Harmon, 2010). 
 Since the inception of organized intercollegiate athletics in the U.S. in the mid-1800's, 
there has been a debate on the proper roles that coaches should play on campus and in the lives 
of those they coach (Ingrassia, 2012).  Ehrmann (2011) argues that coaches have a responsibility 
to not only develop successful athletes on the field or court but also to develop strong young 
people who will become positive contributors to their communities.  This would certainly agree 
with the Platonic/Aristotelean philosophy that the teacher-coach guides his or her pupils in how 
to lead a virtuous life.  Furthermore, there are many biographical and autobiographical accounts 
of coaches claiming that a major motivation for them to get into and remain in the coaching 
profession is that they were positively influenced by their own coaches. 
 Coaches are often seen as leaders on their campuses and in their communities 
(Berkowitz, Schnaars, & Dougherty, 2016).  Does this leadership position influence how they 
view their responsibilities?  It seems that the competition level could dictate how a coach views 
their responsibilities toward their student-athletes.   
Head coaches at larger institutions (NCAA D-I and D-II) reportedly run their athletic 
programs as a CEO oversees a business, while the assistant coaches are the VPs that actually run 
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the day to day operations.  As a result, Denison and Scott-Thomas (2011) argue that assistant 
coaches can exert more direct influence than head coaches on their student-athletes.  As one 
moves down in competition level (NCAA D-III, NAIA, CC), head coaches tend to have more 
time for direct daily contact with the student-athletes, while the assistant coaches typically have 
more job responsibilities outside of coaching (Denison & Scott-Thomas, 2011). 
 According to Washington and Patterson (2011) and Shulman and Bowen (2010), the 
coaches within these smaller institutions can still maintain relatively high levels of status and 
influence depending on their specific regions and sporting cultures.  They list several examples 
at institutions within NCAA D-III, NAIA, and CC levels.  Shulman and Bowen (2010) wrote 
about football culture in Texas, focusing on high schools, while Washington and Patterson 
(2011) focused on NCAA D-II schools.  
 Washington and Patterson (2011) use institutional theory to argue that the social 
construction of an institution happens through collective cognitive acceptance and such 
acceptance is driven by the perceived legitimacy of the athletics environment and coaching 
practice.  In essence, the local culture shapes the amount of importance placed upon sports and 
the role of the coach.  As a result, a coach can develop a self-perceived elevated level of value on 
his place within the institution, and this can develop at any type and size of institution 
(Washington and Patterson, 2011). 
Challenges to Coaches’ Roles and Levels of Job Satisfaction 
 
While many coaches during their competitive seasons spend anywhere from 20 to 40 
hours per week related to technical instruction and coaching their student-athletes, their non-
coaching duties and responsibilities off the field or court often drive up their total weekly work 
hours to over 60 (Humphrey, 1987).  With the increased pressures to win, and driven by their 
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own pursuit of excellence (pursuit of arête), many coaches’ high work hours quickly compound. 
The resulting lack of time devoted to their personal and family lives can add considerable stress 
and potential health related issues onto the coach (Humphrey, 1987).  Although this is especially 
visible at D-I and D-II institutions (Kamphoff, 2010), it is now becoming more common in 
smaller institutions and even in community college programs that are traditionally successful 
(Judd, Pastore, & Kelley, 1993).  
Furthermore, as media becomes more pervasive, especially for higher level sports, it 
becomes increasingly difficult for public figures to hide transgressions.  Thus, coaches must now 
become public relations advisors when their student-athletes make poor decisions and get in 
trouble.  Student-athletes’ off-field issues precipitate much of the stress that coaches feel in their 
positions (Humphrey, 1987).  Coaches can be incredibly influential on student-athletes’ lives 
outside of sport (Simon, 2013), and some of this off-field impact seems to relate to coaches 
guiding the athletes away from potential trouble they could get themselves into (Mastroleo, 
Marzell, Turrisi, & Borsari, 2012).  Mastroleo and colleagues’ (2010) study was actually on 362 
first-year college students who played high school sports.  Many of the survey respondents 
reported their high school coaches’ involvement was essential in helping the students recognize 
and avoid troublesome situations.  Those students who had positive opinions about and 
relationships with their coaches tended to have curtailed drinking behaviors compared to those 
students who reportedly did not have approval of or positive relationship with their coaches. 
Time demands, team performance, and student-athlete issues add considerable stress to 
coaches' lives.  However, the increased administrative duties such as film study, fundraising, 
meetings with donors, recruiting, and keeping their student-athletes eligible can dominate their 
time and drive them from the profession (Kamphoff, 2010).  While this can be possible of all 
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coaches, Kamphoff (2010) surveyed 121 female coaches, who had left the coaching profession.  
Her findings suggest that time demands and negative impacts on family were the major reasons 
the study participants left coaching. 
These issues are more pervasive for female coaches than their male colleagues.  Ever 
since Title IX was passed in 1972, the proportion of female coaches (for both assistant coaching 
and head coaching positions) has actually decreased, even for women’s teams (Acosta & 
Carpenter, 2002; Cunningham & Sagas, 2003).  Researchers have examined the reasons for 
women leaving the coaching profession, and have pointed to factors, such as lack of opportunity 
(Knoppers et al., 1991), discrimination (Stangl & Kane, 1991), better opportunities outside 
coaching (Lowry & Lovett, 1997), and time demands associated with coaching (Weiss & 
Stevens, 1993).   
A major critique of these studies about female coaches is that most are typically about 
either high school coaches or NCAA D-I coaches, and all heavily cite each other.  This is a 
severe limitation in the applicability or generalizability of these studies.  It is possible to argue 
that "coaching is coaching" and at their root, coaches are essentially the same across all levels of 
competition.  However, it can also be argued that as the levels of competition change, so too do 
the sports.  For example, the sport of high school soccer is different than the sport of community 
college soccer, which is different than the sport of NCAA D-III soccer, which is different than 
the sport of NCAA D-I soccer. 
Donna Pastore’s 1992 study provides one of the few examinations of factors that lead to 
community college (CC) coaches’ decisions to remain in or leave the coaching profession.  This 
study included 44 male and 44 female CC coaches of female sports teams in the Mid-
Atlantic/New England region.  Analyses showed that female coaches cited “helping female 
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athletes reach their athletic potential” as a reason for being a coach significantly more than male 
coaches did.  Female coaches also rated significantly higher than males the factors “burden of 
administrative duties” and “increased intensity of recruiting student-athletes” as reasons to leave 
the profession.   
To “stay involved in competitive athletics” was the factor most frequently rated as the 
most important reason for both the male and female coaches to select a coaching career.  On the 
five-point Likert scale, to “become a role model” averaged a 3.6 for males and a 3.8 for females.   
To “follow in the footsteps of a former coach” averaged only a 2.4 for males and 2.75 for 
females as reasons they are coaching.  These results seem to dampen the potential impact of 
altruistic reasons coaches might have to begin a coaching career.  Instead, the intrinsic 
motivation of enjoying the athletically competitive environment seems to have a stronger impact. 
In addition, Pastore (1992) asked her respondents to rate 12 potential reasons for leaving 
the coaching profession.  She found that for both the male and female coaches, “decrease in time 
spent with the family and friends” displayed the highest mean response of reasons to leave the 
coaching profession.  The mean response for males was 4.0 and for females 3.75 (again on a 
five-point Likert scale).  This variable was the most frequent factor cited by male coaches for 
being the most important reason for exiting the profession, followed by “lack of financial 
incentive,” and “increase in the time required for coaching.  Female coaches most frequently 
reported “increase in the time required for coaching,” followed closely by “increased intensity in 
the recruitment of athletes,” “discriminatory practices by administrators,” and “lack of financial 
incentives.”  
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Summary 
 
Thanks to numerous biographies and direct accounts of successful coaches (defined as 
those with consistent winning records and championships won) and due to sports’ high visibility 
in today’s society, there is a lot of anecdotal knowledge about athletics coaches.  However, there 
is not nearly enough empirical research to substantiate the anecdotal evidence.  Most studies in 
intercollegiate athletics in the U.S. focus on the student-athletes’ and their perspectives.  The 
limited studies that have been done about their coaches have concentrated on the more popular 
sports of football and men’s basketball, especially at the NCAA D-I level.  The amount of 
research decreases steadily from the D-I level down through the D-II, D-III, NAIA, and 
community college athletics levels.  Most of the research that is done about intercollegiate 
coaches, regardless of level, tends to target two areas:  1) the acute impacts coaches have with 
their athletes from a technical sport-specific perspective and how coaches can become more 
effective on the field or court, and 2) the levels of job satisfaction coaches experience, especially 
female coaches.  Studies about the many other social aspects involved in coaching are typically 
done outside the U.S., in Europe and Australia where athletics does not have similar 
relationships with state educational systems.  Because of this, and because coaching is very 
contextual, the literature review first detailed the Greek origins of athletics and coaching as part 
of educational philosophies and then the further development of this relationship in the American 
educational system.   
Because the current study is mainly concerned with community college coaches, a brief 
summary about the purpose of community colleges was given:  to enhance opportunity for and 
access to higher education for a greater number of people of varying backgrounds.  This was 
followed by a recounting of community colleges initiating athletic programs as enrollment tools, 
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with William Rainey Harper as an integral figure in the development of both intercollegiate 
athletics and of community colleges.  
Characteristics of community college athletics were elucidated to familiarize readers with 
the setting within which these coaches work.  Additionally, characteristics of athletics at NCAA 
D-III and NAIA schools were described for three reasons.  First, coaches from these schools 
completed the same survey as the community college coaches, and part of the current study’s 
methodology includes analysis of data from all of these coaches from the three levels in order to 
strengthen statistical significance.  Second, the author believes that NAIA and NCAA D-III 
coaches will report similar profile characteristics as the community college coaches.  Third, the 
author believes that not only will the coaches be similar across all three levels, but also that the 
institutions are similar across all three levels; namely, the campuses are small, and they likely 
value athletics similarly as part of their institutional mission to facilitate a well-rounded 
education for their student-athletes. 
The conceptual framework used for this study includes the FIT Choice Model (based on 
Expectancy Value Theory) along with elements of Role Theory.  Expectancy Value Theory has 
been used to examine reasons people choose a profession, and the FIT Choice Model extended 
this to pre-service teachers choosing the teaching profession.  It is believed that most coaches 
will identify themselves as teachers.  In addition, the literature has demonstrated that teachers 
have high rates of attrition due to the job demands, which could be similar to that of coaches.  In 
the FIT Choice Model, potential teachers/coaches weigh the values of intrinsic, extrinsic, and 
altruistic motivations for their career decision.  Intrinsic motivations for coaching could include 
the coaches getting joy out of helping athletes achieve their goals.  Extrinsic motivations include 
  
57 
salary/pay, benefits, and recognition for coaching.  Altruistic motivations include being a role 
model and giving the time necessary to young people to help them personally develop.  
There are two facets of Role Theory that illuminate this study.  The first facet relates to 
the relationships between coaches and student-athletes and how this impacts the coaches 
potentially influencing student-athletes’ educational experiences and outcomes.  Second, it is 
also recognized that coaches perform multiple roles in their coaching jobs, and the specific role 
that is played depends on the specific situation and contexts.  It is believed that different coaches 
react in varying individual ways to having to perform these multiple roles.  Attempting to juggle 
more roles than the coach can reasonably handle can have deleterious impacts on both the coach 
and his or her student-athletes.  For the coach, it is believed that the more roles they hold on 
campus, the lower their level of job satisfaction will be. 
One of the central profile characteristics studied in the current study is coaches’ 
motivations to coach.  It is believed that coaches decide to coach because they were positively 
influenced by their own coaches, and they thus wish to have a positive impact on young people.  
This concept has not been empirically studied, save for Pastore’s 1992 study of community 
college coaches.  Other studies have researched other ways that college coaches (mostly at the 
NCAA D-I level) can influence student-athletes.  Most of these studies focus on how the coaches 
influence the student-athletes’ time demands. 
Another goal of the current study is to examine whether the survey utilized for this study 
appropriately measures coaches’ profile characteristics by developing variables of interest from 
exploratory factor analysis and analyzing whether these variables relate in ways that align with 
the literature and theoretical concepts that inform this study.  Specifically, an analysis of whether 
challenges encountered and motivations to coach predicts whether a coach would indicate 
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satisfaction in their job could prove informative.  Many studies relating to job satisfaction focus 
on factors that lead female coaches to exit the profession.  However, both male coaches and 
female coaches have reported similar reasons for entering and exiting the profession.  These 
reasons tend to revolve around too many roles performed and the resulting increased time 
demands having a negative impact on their personal or family lives (Pastore, 1992). 
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CHAPTER 3. METHODOLOGY 
Overview 
 
 The goal of this study is to develop a profile of Iowa community college athletics 
coaches, and then to examine the potential relationships among these profile characteristics and 
to explore differences among sub-samples of this population.  This chapter will begin with a 
review of the study’s research questions and hypotheses, followed by the rationale behind using 
a mixed methods approach to the study.  Next, an outline of the study’s research design for both 
the quantitative and qualitative approaches will be specified.  Then, information about the 
population and sampling methods will be given, followed by data collection procedures and 
instrumentation for both the quantitative and qualitative portions of the study.   The data analysis 
procedures for the quantitative and qualitative will be detailed.  Ethical considerations and 
limitations/delimitations will conclude the chapter.  
Research Questions and Hypotheses 
This study was guided by four main research questions that called for the examination of 
community college coaches’ profile characteristics.  Furthermore, hypotheses for research 
question 2 are stated in the null form.  Because research question 1 refers to a descriptive 
analysis, and research questions 3 and 4 are qualitative and descriptive in nature, only research 
question 2 was included in the hypothesis testing.  All hypotheses were tested at a minimum of 
0.05 level of statistical significance. 
Research question 1:  What are Iowa CC coaches’ profile characteristics, such as their 
backgrounds, roles, experiences, motivations to coach, challenges encountered, how they self-
identify as teachers, their level of job satisfaction, and their perceived level of impact on their 
student-athletes’ educations? 
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Research question 2:  Are there statistically significant mean differences in profile characteristics 
among various sub-samples of this IA CC coaching population? 
a. Between female coaches and male coaches? 
b. Between assistant coaches and head coaches? 
c. Between full-time and part-time coaches? 
d. Between coaches with extra jobs and coaches without extra jobs? 
e. Among coaches of different career levels? 
f. Among coaches of different age levels? 
g. In addition, are there differences in profile characteristics between the CC coaches 
and the non-CC coaches (NCAA D-III and NAIA) who completed the same 
survey? 
Null hypothesis 1:  There are no statistically significant mean differences in profile
 characteristics among the sub-samples of this IA CC coaching population. 
Research question 3:  Do coaches’ motivations to coach and types of challenges encountered 
predict whether the coaches’ report being satisfied in their jobs?   
 Null hypothesis 2:  The coaches’ motivations to coach and their challenges do not predict
 whether the coaches are satisfied in their job(s). 
Research question 4:  How do CC coaches deal with the challenges associated with their multiple 
roles, maintaining their passion for and resilience in their coaching profession? 
Research question 5:  In what ways do CC coaches believe they influence their student-athletes’ 
educational experiences and outcomes? 
 Table 2 outlines the alignment of the research questions with the methods used to answer 
the questions.  Because both quantitative and qualitative techniques are employed, table 2 
  
61 
presents a description of the sample, data collection methods and data analysis techniques 
relevant to answer each research question.  In addition, it should be noted that elements of the 
Watt and Richardson's Fit Choice Model (FCM) and domains of Role Theory apply to each of 
the research questions.  
Table 2 
Alignment of Research Questions and Methods 
Research question Theory Sample Data 
collection 
Data analysis 
 1. What are Iowa CC coaches’ 
profile characteristics, such as 
backgrounds, roles, experiences, 
motivations, challenges, teacher 
identification, job satisfaction, 
and perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education?	
 
FIT CM & 
Role theory 
 
Purposive sample of CC 
coaches in Iowa 
 
Qualtrics 
survey, 
Semi-
structured 
interviews 
 
SPSS descriptive & 
cross-tabular 
analysis, 
Phenomenological 
iterative coding & 
theming 
2. Are there statistically 
significant differences among 
sub-groups of this Iowa coaching 
population? 
FIT CM & 
Role theory 
CC coaches only:  
Female & male coaches,  
Assistant & head coaches, 
Full-time & part-time, 
With extra jobs & no 
extra jobs, 
CC D-I & CC D-II, 
FB & men’s basketball & 
all other sports,  
Career levels, 
Age levels, 
Squad sizes, 
Competition levels	
Qualtrics 
survey 
SPSS independent 
samples t-tests and 
One-way analyses of 
variance with 
posthoc analyses 
3.	Do the coaches reported 
motivations and challenges 
predict whether the coaches’ are 
satisfied in their jobs?	
FIT CM & 
Role theory	 Total sample of CC, NAIA, & NCAA D-III 
coaches who completed 
the survey	
Qualtrics 
survey	 SPSS logistic regression model 
predicting job 
satisfaction	
4. How do CC coaches deal with 
the potential challenges associated 
with their multiple roles and 
ultimately persist in their 
coaching profession? 
FCM & 
Role theory 
Seven CC coaches who 
indicated on survey an 
interest in speaking with 
investigator 
Semi-
structured 
interviews 
Phenomenological 
iterative coding & 
theming 
5. In what ways do these CC 
coaches believe they influence 
their student-athletes’ education? 
FCM &  
Role theory 
Seven CC coaches who 
indicated on survey an 
interest in speaking with 
investigator 
Qualtrics 
Survey, 
Semi-
structured 
interviews 
SPSS descriptive 
analysis, 
Phenomenological 
iterative coding & 
theming 
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In addition to the major research questions, the investigator is interested in examining the 
efficacy of the survey instrument that was created for this study.  To accomplish this, exploratory 
factor analysis (EFA) will be run.  Since the CC coaching sample size (n = 60) is insufficient to 
effectively run this analysis, the total sample of small-school coaches in Iowa including coaches 
in the NAIA and NCAA D-III levels will be used.  It is believed that the null hypotheses 
concerning any potential mean differences for the EFA-created variables of interest among the 
three levels of coaches will be upheld.   
Rationale for Mixed Methods Model 
To answer the research questions, a convergent parallel mixed methods model of inquiry 
with triangulated quantitative and qualitative processes was utilized.  Creswell (2014) defines 
convergent parallel mixed methods as an approach where a researcher collects both quantitative 
and qualitative data, analyzes them separately, and then compares the results to see if the 
findings confirm each other or not.  The key assumption of this approach is that both qualitative 
and quantitative data provide different types of information.  However, together, they should 
yield similar findings (Creswell, 2014). 
Greene, Kreider, and Mayer (2005) describe four major purposes for using a mixed 
methods approach to a study:  (1) understanding more defensibly, with stronger validity or 
credibility and less known bias, as with the classic triangulation approach; (2) understanding 
more comprehensively, developing more complete and full pictures of our social world through 
the use of multiple perspectives; (3) understanding more insightfully, with new ideas, 
perspectives, creative concepts and meanings, as when findings diverge and thus require 
reconciliation via further analysis, reframing or some other shift in perspective; and (4) 
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understanding with greater value consciousness and with greater diversity of values, stances and 
positions through the inclusion of different methods that themselves advance different values. 
It could be argued that “mixed model” is a more appropriate term than “mixed method,” 
because “mixing” can be applied to methods beyond those used in the study (Tashakkori and 
Teddlie, 1998).  According to Caracelli and Greene (1997), “mixing” can constitute parallel or 
sequential use of different methods (Bazeley, 2002).  A mixed model approach is a process of 
discovering and then piecing together pieces of a puzzle to find answers to questions (Jick, 
1979).  Smith (1997) states, 
From data in the form of numbers, one makes inferences in the same way as with data in 
the form of words, not by virtue of probabilistic algorithms.  Statistics are not privileged. 
The inference is not mechanized.  With this way of viewing knowledge, ‘mixed' methods 
may even be a misnomer, as both surveys and participant observation yield equivalent 
data.  Inferences are based on the inquirer's coordinating multiple lines of evidence to 
gain an overall understanding of the phenomenon… Yet, because the inquirer is the 
instrument, all information flows through a single perspective. (p. 77). 
To summarize, numbers should be used to help answer questions, but verbal comments should 
not be disregarded.  Supporting this, Bazeley (2002) contends that, 
Mixed methods are used to enrich understanding of an experience or issue through 
confirmation of conclusions, extension of knowledge, or by initiating new ways of 
thinking about the subject of the research… validity stems from the appropriateness, 
thoroughness, and effectiveness with which those methods are applied and the care given 
to thoughtful weighing of the evidence… (p. 420) 
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 McKim (2017) emphasizes that one question a mixed methods researcher must ask 
oneself is, "Are mixed methods going to add more value than a single method?"  Mixed methods 
research requires additional time because of the collection and analysis of two types of data 
(Creswell & Plano Clark, 2011).  Studies that use a mixed methods approach can potentially gain 
deeper and broader levels of understanding about phenomenon versus studies that utilize only 
quantitative or qualitative approaches (McKim, 2017).  DeCuir-Gunby and Schutz (2017) agree, 
and they summarize four advantages associated with conducting mixed methods research.  
Namely, mixed methods: 
1. Allows for the examination of complex problems by providing to triangulate or 
corroborate findings with multiple sources of evidence. 
2. Allows maximization of strengths of both quantifiable approaches (e.g., generalizability) 
and qualitative approaches (e.g., in-depth analysis of a small number of cases) while 
minimizing weaknesses of both quantitative approaches (e.g., lack of participant's voice) 
and qualitative approaches (e.g., lack of generalizability). 
3. Allows for the use of a variety of quantitative and qualitative methods and multiple 
perspectives or paradigms. 
4. Increases the possibility of finding results that the researcher can write about and publish, 
while a single approach may result in nonsignificant or unpublishable findings. 
Research Design 
The current study uses a mixed methods design to research certain profile characteristics 
describing CC coaches along with their perspectives that could be too complex to accurately and 
reliably analyze with only quantitative or qualitative techniques.  This complete profile includes 
the coaches' motivations, challenges, roles, levels of teacher self-identity, and beliefs about how 
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their coaching job(s) impact their personal/family lives, and how they impact student-athletes' 
education.  To set the stage, a pilot study was conducted to strengthen the investigative 
instruments that were used.  The development of the quantitative survey and qualitative 
interview protocol stemmed from this pilot study.  This pilot study is detailed in the 
instrumentation section. 
Quantitative Methodological Approach 
First, along with descriptive statistics to establish key characteristics of the CC coaching 
sample, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was employed to provide an initial understanding of 
the fit of the latent constructs and the correlations among variables for the complete sample of 
surveyed coaches (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III levels.).  This provided a group of summated 
key variables of interest that would be used for further statistical analysis.  Because larger sample 
sizes enhance the reliability of the resulting factors/constructs (Leech, Barrett, & Morgan, 2015), 
all the CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III coaches' responses were included into the EFA.  In EFA, 
one postulates that there is a smaller set of unobserved variables or constructs underlying the 
variables actually observed or measured, and this is commonly used to assess the validity of the 
survey instrument and its questions (Leech, et al., 2015).  
After EFA, a series of statistical tests to examine mean differences of these variables of 
interest among sub-groups of the CC coaches were conducted.  These tests include independent 
samples t tests and one-way analyses of variance (ANOVA).  If statistically significant mean 
differences (p < .05), appropriate post hoc analyses were run to discover where those differences 
specifically took place.   
Informed by results from the examination of mean differences, a logistic regression 
analysis examined if the potential predictive relationships of certain variables of interest would 
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align with the literature and theoretical concepts used to inform this study.  According to Leech, 
Barrett, and Morgan (2015), logistic regression is used to predict an outcome or dependent 
variable from a set of predictor variables, and it does not rely on some of the assumptions on 
which multiple regression are based.  Leech and colleagues (2015) also emphasize that logistic 
regression requires large samples to be accurate.  In the present study, 60 CC coaches completed 
the survey.  Because this is on the edge of acceptability, and because the regression model is 
strengthened with larger samples, all coaches (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III) were included in 
the model.  As this is a study about CC coaches, the first block of the logistic regression model 
includes a dummy-coded variable of whether the coach is a CC coach or not a CC coach. 
Qualitative Methodological Approach 
In addition to the quantitative techniques employed, a phenomenological approach to 
qualitative techniques via seven semi-structured interviews was used to gain deeper levels of 
understanding on the topics and phenomena of interest.  It is important to note that this 
phenomenological approach was restricted to the qualitative portion of this mixed methods 
study.  Creswell (2014) states that a phenomenological approach describes the lived experiences 
of a particular sample relating to an interesting phenomenon that becomes highlighted by the 
study participants.  This description culminates in the “essence of the experiences for several 
individuals who have all experienced the phenomenon” (p. 14).   
Guided by the theoretical framework (FIT Choice Model and Role Theory) and by the 
investigator’s prior experiences and knowledge with athletics coaching, along with abundant 
anecdotal information prevalent in popular media, the major phenomena explored centers around 
describing the coaches’ profile characteristics (experiences, backgrounds, motivations, 
challenges, teacher identity, perceived impact on student-athletes’ education, and job 
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satisfaction) and how these characteristics potentially influence one another..  Based on this, an 
appropriate interview protocol (interview guide is in Appendix C) was constructed to explore the 
phenomena of interest. 
According to Merriam and Tisdell (2016), semi-structured interview protocols are well-
suited for exploration of participants’ perceptions and opinions regarding complex and 
sometimes sensitive issues and enable probing for more information and clarification of 
responses.  For the present study, the complex and sensitive issues related to the coaches 
discussing their views on the potential interplay among the coaches' profile characteristics.  
Furthermore, this type of protocol proves useful when interviewing the sample group who might 
come from professional, educational, and personal backgrounds that are either varied or similar 
(Merriam & Tisdall, 2016).  In this study, it was anticipated that the interview participants will 
have similar backgrounds and experiences that have led them to their current positions and 
philosophies.  However, the semi-structured interview protocol allowed for potential variability 
in the coaches' responses that might take the protocol in varying directions. 
Population and Sampling 
 The following sections describe the current study’s context (or setting) along with the 
sampling process used to gain access to the study’s participants.  In addition, information on the 
human subjects approval by the Iowa State University Institutional Review Board along with the 
informed consent is given. 
Study Setting 
To examine CC athletics coaches' profile characteristics, their levels of job satisfaction 
and their perceived impacts on their student-athletes' education, data was collected from an 
online survey that was emailed to all potential participants during fall 2016 and winter 2017.  An 
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online search was conducted to build a list of potential participants (head coaches and assistant 
coaches) from CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III athletics programs from the state of Iowa.  Because 
the NAIA, NCAA, and NJCAA do not maintain updated lists of coaches in their divisions, this 
search process was labor-intensive manual one.  Many of the NAIA and NCAA D-III institutions 
are private, liberal arts focused, and religiously based.  In contrast, many of the CC institutions 
are primarily public.  These particular settings within which the coaches work potentially play a 
contextual role in the study's findings.  
The Iowa Community College Athletics Conference (ICCAC) consists of 15 institutions 
(13 from Iowa and two from Nebraska).  The ICCAC sanctions 12 men’s sports and 11 women’s 
sports across all divisions (I, II, and III), but the majority of the athletic programs are in D-I and 
D-II community college athletics.  
 There are nine NCAA D-III Institutions in the Iowa Intercollegiate Athletic Conference, 
and they compete in 13 men’s sports and 11 women’s sports.  Two Iowa institutions that 
compete in the NCAA D-III Midwest Conference were also included.  The Midwest Conference 
supports 10 men’s sports and 10 women’s sports. 
 In Iowa, there are 12 institutions that compete in the NAIA.  While these schools compete with 
each other, they are actually members of four separate conferences (Great Plains Athletic 
Conference, Heart of America Conference, North Star Conference and the Chicagoland 
Conference).  All four of these conferences include schools spanning multiple states.  Two of 
these schools with coaches in this study compete independently of a conference.    
Sampling Plan 
Community college intercollegiate athletics coaches in Iowa comprise this study’s main 
population of interest.  Targeted were 221 community college coaches in the Iowa Community 
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College Athletic Conference.  Although CC coaches in Iowa comprise the main population of 
interest, 365 NCAA D-III coaches in Iowa, and 297 NAIA coaches in Iowa were included as 
populations of secondary interest that contribute to enhancing certain statistical analyses for this 
study.  The coaches' levels of experience range from entry level/early career to those who are 
over typical retirement age.  The literature points out that there are significantly more males 
coaching than females within intercollegiate athletics (Kamphoff, 2010), and that females tend to 
complete surveys at higher rates than males (Dillman et al., 2014).  These factors could have had 
a negative impact on total survey response rate, which would have resulted in weakening 
statistical analyses.  As a result, a random sample of the Iowa small-school coaching population 
was not sought.  Instead, all CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III coaches with available emails were 
contacted and considered potential study participants.  
A targeted purposive sample was used, as this study had a clearly defined focus.  The 
main population of interest and the sample for this current study are CC coaches in Iowa.  
Secondary populations of interest are NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches in Iowa.  According to 
Johnson and Christensen (2008), purposive sampling allows the investigator to select specific 
criteria for study participants.  The participants in this study fit two basic criteria:  (a) were at 
least 18 years of age at the time of the study and (b) have experience coaching any intercollegiate 
sport at the community college, NAIA, and NCAA D-III levels of competition in the state of 
Iowa. 
For quantitative analysis, sample size needs to be large enough for statistical procedures 
to be utilized that will make it feasible for the investigator to draw inferences with some 
confidence that the sample reflects the characteristics of the population of interest (Creswell & 
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Plano Clark, 2007).  For qualitative research, two to 10 participants are ideal, as it allows for 
multiple perspectives of an explored phenomenon (Maxwell, 2012). 
An exhaustive online search was executed to compile a complete list of coaches’ publicly 
available email addresses.  Panels were created to denote the coaches’ names, email addresses, 
sport(s) coached, and position(s) held (assistant coach or head coach).  The researcher believed 
that response rates would be higher with this targeted sample of participants, especially in 
consideration of the researcher’s positionality as a coach with deep roots in Iowa. 
For the qualitative interviews, survey participants indicated whether they would be 
interested in speaking with the investigator to advance understanding of the phenomenon under 
study.  From the list of CC respondents who indicated a willingness to speak with the 
investigator, the investigator used SPSS to randomly select 10 of these potential interview 
participants.  These 10 were then emailed and asked if they were still willing to participate in an 
interview.  Of these 10 coaches, the investigator was able to conduct seven interviews.  The 
investigator was unable to contact the remaining three potential participants.  Table 3 shows the 
interview participants’ demographic characteristics such as their self-identified gender, 
race/ethnicity, age level (young, moderately young, mid-age, moderately senior, or senior), and 
their highest level of education completed.  Their pseudonyms used for this study are also listed. 
 All seven of the interview participants coached in rural community college settings in 
Iowa.  The towns within which their campuses were situated had populations ranging from 5,000 
to 27,000 people.  Campus enrollments ranged from 1429 to 2990 students.  All seven had 
experience playing sports in intercollegiate sports with three of the seven having competed at the 
community college level.  Two of the coaches competed as student-athletes at the NCAA D-I 
level, two of the coaches competed at the NCAA D-III level, two at the NAIA level, and one 
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coach played at the NCAA D-II level.  Only one of the coaches was raised and educated outside 
of Iowa. 
Table 3 
Qualitative Interview Participants’ Demographic Characteristics 	
Pseudonym Gender Race/Ethnicity Age Level Education Level 
Beth Female White Moderately senior Master’s degree 
Myra Female White Young Master’s degree 
Kit Male White Moderately Young Master’s degree 
Bren Male White Moderately senior Master’s degree 
Roland Male White Mid-age Bachelor’s degree 
Grant Male White Mid-age Master’s degree 
Chloe Female White Young Bachelor’s degree 
 
Human Subjects Approval and Informed Consent 
 The organizational plan of this study was submitted to the Institutional Review Board at 
Iowa State University for review and approval prior to conducting the study (i.e. emailing 
coaches the survey and interviewing them).  The investigator also checked with the relevant IRB 
offices of the CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III institutions for which the coaches worked, and 
permission was given to conduct this study.   The Iowa State University IRB non-exempt 
approval form can be found in Appendix A.  After approval from ISU’s IRB, the investigator 
contacted potential participants by email with a URL to the Qualtrics electronic survey.  The 
email and first page of the survey included the informed consent and a clear description of the 
research project while requesting for participation in this study.  Informed consent made clear 
that participation would be voluntary and confidential and that there would be no financial 
incentives to participating. 
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  In October 2016, a modification form was submitted to ISU's IRB for two purposes. First, 
based on the pilot study, improvements to several elements of the survey and interview process 
were requested and granted.  This included changing several questions' open-ended response 
options to multiple-choice closed responses.  This eliminated the survey's collection of 
qualitative data and made it purely quantitative in nature.  As a result, an additional interview 
protocol was requested and subsequently approved in the IRB modification form.  Second, the 
investigator requested approval to expand the study in the future targeting coaches in NCAA D-I 
and D-II levels of competition and to expand to coaches of all levels at institutions outside of 
Iowa.  This request was also approved.  The investigator will implement an expansion of the 
survey and interviews after completion of the current study.  
Data Collection  
For this study, two instruments were used to collect data (quantitative and qualitative).  
Quantitative data was collected from a Qualtrics survey (Appendix B) that was designed by the 
investigator.  This survey creation was informed by the conceptual model (theoretical 
frameworks) and a pilot study (detailed below).  Also, qualitative data were collected from semi-
structured interviews that were conducted with individual coaches who indicated on the survey a 
willingness to speak with the investigator.  This section will detail quantitative instrumentation 
(pilot study and the survey), quantitative collection procedures, qualitative instrumentation, and 
qualitative data collection procedures.  
Quantitative Instrumentation 
Informed by the conceptual framework along with prior research, such as Pastore’s 1992 
study about CC coaches, the investigator developed a survey (Appendix B) to collect quantitative 
data.  This survey development was aided by conduction of a pilot study, which is detailed 
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below.  Following this description of the pilot study, a description of the final survey instrument 
used for this study is given. 
Pilot Study 
To develop the survey instrument and interview protocol for intercollegiate coaches, a 
pilot study was conducted in the summer and fall of 2015 in collaboration with four community 
colleges within the state of Iowa.  The community colleges participating included Iowa Western 
Community College (Council Bluffs), Southwestern Community College (Creston), Hawkeye 
Community College (Waterloo), and Des Moines Area Community College (Boone).  Presidents, 
provosts, and athletic directors from these institutions were contacted to discuss potential 
parameters of a survey detailing the profile of coaches at these types of institutions.  The 
investigator was also provided the emails of a select group of coaches at these institutions who 
the institutional leaders felt would give constructive feedback in the development of a survey.  
This small group of coaches was emailed the initial survey at the beginning of December 2015. 
 The pilot study provided the investigator an opportunity to test the survey and review the 
effectiveness of the survey delivery method.  The pilot survey was formally administered in 
direct collaboration with these four institutions and initial demographics limited to individual 
campuses were shared.  All data were treated as confidential with the exception of data specific 
to the campus surveyed.  The Qualtrics survey instrument was administered electronically to 
coaches through an e-mail invitation to participate.  The pilot survey intentionally targeted a 
small group of 24 coaches that were deemed by their institutions as persons who would 
potentially provide constructive feedback.  A larger number of coaches were not sought for the 
pilot study because the investigator realized that he would need their responses for the present 
study and he did not want to "burn up" a significant number of these potential respondents.  Only 
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15 of these 24 coaches completed the full pilot survey.  Additionally, the investigator 
interviewed four other coaches via telephone to not only glean more ideas about the survey 
specifically and the study in general but also to pilot test the potential interview questions that 
are used in the present study.  
 After the pilot survey distribution and data collection and analysis, several concerns 
emerged in regard to the instrument’s construction, delivery, and length.  First, participants 
needed between 45 and 60 minutes to complete the survey, which was approximately 50 percent 
closed response seven-point Likert scale questions and 50 percent essay style open response 
questions.  Although none of the pilot survey participants explicitly commented on the length of 
time required to complete all the questions, it is possible that several of the participants who 
began the survey but did not finish felt the length and style of responses inhibited the survey 
completion.  The investigator, in consultation with advisors and the CC administrators and 
coaches, felt that modifying the survey questions would allow shorter survey completion time 
and ultimately enhance response rate. 
 To help accomplish the goal of enhancing response rate, the open-ended response 
questions were eliminated in favor of closed response seven-point Likert scale questions.  
Consultations with coaches helped in developing the potential options this population would 
choose in response to the questions.  For example, lists of possible benefits, challenges, items of 
enjoyment, and factors of motivation for coaching were developed and incorporated into relevant 
questions.  It was also hoped that eliminating open responses in favor of closed responses would 
make quantitative data analysis more effective and more efficient.  Knowing that interviews 
would be done also made this decision easier. 
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Although the pilot study’s sample size was small, correlations of over .30 on the 
quantitative portion of the pilot survey indicated adequate criterion validity, as supported by 
Nunnally and Bernstein (1994).  Content validity can be characterized as face validity or logical 
validity (Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee, & Rauch, 2003).  Rubio and colleagues (2003) explain 
that face validity indicates that the measure appears valid “on its face,” and logical validity is 
more rigorous with experts evaluating the content validity.  With the advisement of several 
experienced researchers and methodologists, face validity was confirmed and logical validity 
was supported.   
Construct validity could not be determined with the small sample size.  However, with 
adequate content validity (face and logical) and criterion validity, the investigator proceeded to 
make appropriate improvements to the survey instrument and interview protocol and executed 
the current study. 
The Final Survey Instrument 
 After completion of the pilot process, a survey (Appendix B) was developed to 
quantitatively collect data for this present study.  The survey’s first 47 questions covered a wide 
range of areas, such as:  demographics, background and experiences related to both competing as 
athletes and coaching histories, traits of their current jobs and squads coached, reasons for 
coaching, types of challenges encountered, levels of job satisfaction, levels of teacher identity, 
and levels of self-perceived impact on student-athletes’ education.  Except for the demographic 
and background questions, seven-point Likert scales were used for responses.  Question number 
48, the last question of the survey, asked if the respondent would be willing to speak with the 
investigator for an interview (which would collect the qualitative data for this study).  
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 Following Dillman (2014), the survey questions were organized in a way to enhance 
survey completion.  Specifically, the survey’s first block of questions consisted of response 
options that would be quick and easy for the respondent to answer without much thought and 
reflection (background and experiences).  The second block of questions targeted more complex 
phenomena (motivations, challenges, levels of identity, etc.) requiring respondents to think about 
and rate their levels or positions.  The third and final block of questions sought demographic 
information.  Similar to the first block, the third block aims to be easier and faster to complete.  
Dillman (2014) argues that this is ideal as respondents could develop “survey fatigue” following 
completion of a more complex set of questions and responses. 
Quantitative Data Collection Procedures 
A total of 885 coaches (221 CC, 299 NAIA, and 365 NCAA D-III) were notified by an 
introductory email that they had been selected as potential study participants simply by being a 
coach at a CC, NAIA, or NCAA D-III athletics program at an institution in Iowa.  The coaches 
received information on the study and instruction on the process of completing the survey within 
Qualtrics.  In addition, all coaches were informed that their participation was completely 
voluntary and confidential.  They were also informed that all provided information will be 
protected on ISU's secure digital storage site, Cybox and that only aggregate data would be 
reported with individual responses strictly protected.  Staged survey reminders were emailed to 
potential participants to further enhance the response rate.  The use of multiple reminders to 
complete a survey, the perception of distinction to be involved in important research, and request 
to participants for their assistance can combine to increase survey response rate (Porter, 
Whitcomb, & Weitzer, 2004).  The following timeline was used for the survey distribution and 
interviews: 
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• July 27, 2016:  Survey launch  
• August 3, 2016:  Reminder for survey participation to nonrespondents 
• August 9, 2016:  Reminder for survey participation to nonrespondents 
• August 15, 2016:  Reminder for survey participation to nonrespondents 
• August 29, 2016:  Began data cleaning, recoding, and initial analysis 
• September 6, 2016:  Began scheduling individual interviews with participants  
• Specific dates for individual interviews contingent on participants’ schedules in the fall of 
2016 and winter of 2016-17. 
• January 17, 2017:  Second launch of survey to nonrespondents to increase response rates 
• January 25, 2017:  Reminder for survey participation to nonrespondents 
• February 1, 2017:  Reminder for survey participation to nonrespondents 
Of the 221 original emails to CC coaches, nine emails bounced.  From this total of 212, 
60 CC coaches completed the survey, for a response rate of 28.3%.  Taking into account bounced 
emails, the response rates for the NAIA coaches and NCAA D-III coaches were 27.5% (n = 80) 
and 30.33% (n = 108), respectively. 
Qualitative Instrumentation  
Just as the pilot study informed the quantitative survey instrument, it also guided the 
creation of the qualitative data collection instrument – an interview protocol.  The list of 
interview questions that was used to guide the semi-structured interviews is in Appendix C.  It 
should also be noted that the investigator could be considered as a part of the instrumentation as 
the interviewer who directly interacts with the interview participants (Maxwell, 2012). 
Because the theoretical framework deals with the coaches' motivations for coaching (Fit 
Choice Model) and coaches' multiple roles (Role Theory) that potentially relate to challenges 
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encountered and thus job satisfaction, questions revolved around the coaches telling stories about 
these major aspects.  Associated with both the FCM and Role Theory are the coaches' views on 
how they influence their student-athletes' education.  A necessary relevant topic discussed 
included the extent that the coaches identified as teachers since the FCM was developed from 
teachers' various motivations for teaching. 
The investigator asked each interview participant a set list of questions about their 
motivations for coaching, their multiple roles at their institutions, the challenges they encounter 
and how they deal with those challenges, how satisfied they are in their jobs at their college and 
how their job satisfaction could be improved, how they influence their student-athletes’ 
education, and how they identify as teachers.  Based on the coaches’ responses and stories, 
tertiary topics were also discussed.  These included their views on what defines a successful 
coach at their type of institution, how they try to be an effective leader, their coaching 
philosophies, the goals they have for themselves and for their student-athletes, among other 
questions. 
Qualitative Data Collection Procedures 
The final question of the survey asks participants if they would be willing to speak with 
the investigator in an interview.  With the semi-structured interview protocol, the primary goal 
was to gain deeper levels of understanding about the coaches’ beliefs, philosophies, and 
perspectives regarding: 
• Their motivations for coaching 
• Their multiple professional and personal roles 
• Challenges to effectively perform their roles 
• How their coaching job(s) potentially impact their personal and family lives 
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• How they describe a successful coach and a successful athletics program 
• How they potentially impact their student-athletes’ education 
• Their levels of job satisfaction and how to improve job satisfaction 
 As the interviews were semi-structured, follow-up questions were used for clarification of 
responses and to request further description or explanation.  Interviews lasted from 35 to 55 
minutes and were audio recorded.  Following Castillo-Montoya (2016), the interviews began by 
explaining the structure of the interviews and obtaining background information about the 
participants’ demographics, education levels, athletic participation experiences, specific 
positions at their institution, and the number of total years as a coach and number of years at 
their current institution in their current position.  The responses to these background questions 
are salient because they serve to illuminate the intersectionality of individual participants.  The 
notion of intersectionality means that no individual has a single identity; everyone regardless of 
their race has a myriad of identities and adherences, which constitute them as a diverse whole, 
rather than a singular entity (Delgado & Stefanic, 2012). 
Data Analysis 
This study uses quantitative and qualitative data analyses for its mixed methods 
approach.  The description of the quantitative data analysis procedures will be followed by the 
description of the qualitative data analysis procedures.   
Quantitative analysis started with descriptive analysis.  Then, exploratory factor analysis 
(EFA) was run.  The EFA was used to test the suitability of the survey and to uncover several 
major variables of interest.  After the EFA, mean differences were explored among certain 
groups of CC coaches.  A logistic regression model was used to examine if the potential 
predictive relationships among variables of interest align with the literature and theoretical 
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concepts that guided this study.  The EFA and logistic regression analysis use the total sample of 
CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III coaches because there are not enough CC cases (survey 
respondents) to properly run these advanced statistical methods.  It is believed that the coaches 
from the three competition levels are similar in profile characteristics and will not significantly 
differ with their mean responses to the major variables of interest.   
Quantitative Data Analysis Procedures 
For the quantitative portion, the Software Package for Social Sciences (SPSS) 24 
computer program was used to execute statistical analyses.  SPSS will help determine general 
demographics of the data sample, measurement of mean differences among the sample’s 
responses, the reliability of the multiple item measurement scales (EFA), and any additional 
relationships among variables of interest (logistic regression model).   
Missing data was not a significant issue for statistical analyses in this study.  For each 
analysis, a low percentage of missing data existed for variables.  After running descriptive 
analysis, it appeared that any missing data was random and not systematic.  The “exclude cases 
pairwise” option in SPSS was selected.  According to Pallant (2013), this excludes each case 
(person) if they are missing data required for the particular analysis being run; however, they will 
remain in any analyses for which they have the necessary data. 
The following analyses were conducted for this study.		First, a descriptive analysis was 
used as an outline of the relevant demographic characteristics of the coaches participating in the 
Profile of Intercollegiate Athletics Coaches survey.  These descriptive statistics include the 
participants’:  
• Demographics such as gender, age, race/ethnicity, and education level 
• Years of coaching experience (career levels) 
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• Coaching positions (head coach, assistant coach) 
• Sport(s) and student-athlete(s) coached 
• Part-time or full-time coaching position 
• With extra jobs or without extra jobs 
• Teacher experience (in classroom or online setting) 
• Level of self-perceived teacher identity 
• Level of education attained 
• Levels of competition competed (as athletes) and coached within 
Following descriptive analysis, exploratory factor analysis (EFA) was conducted to 
determine the potential intercorrelations and among the items and variables in the complete data 
set of CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III coaches in Iowa.  This was done with the complete small-
school data set because a larger sample size with more cases is necessary in order to run these 
advanced analyses. 
To use an EFA, it is important to have a large enough sample size (Urdan, 2010).  
According to Urdan (2010), a researcher needs 30 cases (survey respondents) for the first 
observed variable and 10 cases for each additional observed variable in a factor analysis. The 
current study’s 21 observed variables would mean at least 230 cases in the sample were needed.  
Sixty CC coaches took the survey.  Thus, the investigator used the total sample of 239 (after 
missing data case deletion) small-school coaches (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III), which is 
enough to satisfy the condition set by Urdan (2010).  Theoretically, the investigator also justifies 
the decision to include NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches because it is believed their profile 
characteristics and variables of interest compare similarly to CC coaches.   
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Internal consistency (Cronbach's alpha) measures whether the individual items that form 
the latent construct interrelate well enough to add them together for future use as a summated 
variable (Morgan et al., 2013).  Factor loading can be analogous to correlation coefficients 
ranging from -1.0 to 1.0 and is the measurement of how strongly an item (observed variable) 
connects with the latent construct (Urdan, 2010).  Following Leech, Barrett, and Morgan (2015), 
varimax rotation was used because this tends to produce maximum distinctions between the 
constructs.  This can also make results easier to interpret and easier to replicate in future samples 
(Leech et al., 2015), which is a major concern of the investigator of the present study. 
The EFA was conducted using all seven items measuring the coaches’ initial motivations 
to begin a coaching career and all seven items measuring the coaches’ current motivations for 
remaining in their coaching careers.  Table 4 displays the EFA results.  After rotation, items 
related to receiving recognition and being a successful performer had commonalities lower than 
.40 and factor loads lower than .50 and so were removed from the construct.  The remaining 10 
motivation items emerged within three separate motivation constructs (extrinsic, intrinsic, and 
altruistic motivations).   
Four items relating to income and benefits comprised the extrinsic motivation construct 
and had had factor loads of over .80.  Reliability was adequate (α = .851), the KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy was .723, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001.  These 
four items were recoded into the Extrinsic Motivation variable by summing the items.  This 
Extrinsic Motivation construct is used for relevant analyses for this study. 
Similar to Extrinsic Motivation, four items comprised the intrinsic motivation construct.  
These items related to the coaches’ love for and enjoyment they get from being involved in the 
sport they coach and of the coaching process.  Factor loadings ranged from .508 to .868.  The 
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item that loaded at .508 was kept because the construct reliability decreased when the item was 
removed.  Furthermore, this item maintains a close thematic connection with the rest of the items 
of the construct.  Reliability was adequate (α = .750), the KMO measure of sampling adequacy 
was .723, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001.  These four items were 
recoded into the Intrinsic Motivation variable by summing the items, and this Intrinsic 
Motivation construct is used for relevant analyses for this study. 
The final two motivation items that comprised the altruistic motivation construct center 
around the coaches’ willingness to mentor others for initiating a coaching career and for 
maintaining their coaching profession.  Reliability was again adequate (α = .717), the KMO 
measure of sampling adequacy was .723, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < 
.001.  These two items were recoded into the Altruistic Motivation variable by summing the 
items, and this Altruistic Motivation construct is used for relevant analyses for this study. 
The EFA was conducted using all 11 items measuring the coaches’ level of ease or 
difficulty in handling certain challenges they encounter while fulfilling their coaching roles.  
After rotation, three items with commonalities lower than .40 and factor loads lower than .50 
were removed from the construct.  The remaining eight challenge-related items emerged within 
two separate challenge constructs (Personal Challenge and Student-athlete Challenge).   
Three items comprise the first challenge construct and relate to the coaches’ personal 
level of challenges (time demands, pay/benefits, and impact on personal and/or family life) with 
factor loads of .719 to .814.  Reliability was adequate (α = .767), the KMO measure of sampling 
adequacy was .796, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001.  These three 
items were recoded into the Personal Challenge variable by summing the items, and this Personal 
Challenge construct is used for relevant analyses for this study.   
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Table 4 
Exploratory Factor Analysis Results for Motivations to Coach, Challenges, and   
Impact on Student-Athletes’ Education (n=239)       
            Factor 
Variables             loading  
Extrinsic Motivation (α = .851) 
Importance of benefits for becoming a coach    .827 
Importance of income for becoming a coach     .801 
Importance of benefits for remaining a coach    .830 
Importance of income for remaining a coach     .814 
Intrinsic Motivation (α = .750) 
Importance of love of the sport for becoming a coach   .794 
Importance of love of coaching for becoming a coach   .508 
Importance of love of the sport for remaining a coach   .868 
Importance of love of coaching for remaining a coach   .689 
Altruistic Motivation (α = .717) 
Importance of being a mentor for becoming a coach   .858 
Importance of being a mentor for remaining a coach   .808   
Personal Challenge (α = .767)  
High time demands         .814 
Low levels of pay and benefits       .749 
Negative impact on personal and/or family life    .719 
Student-athlete related Challenge (α = .776) 
Relating to or communicating with student-athletes   .785 
Dealing with student-athletes’ academic issues    .736 
Dealing with student-athletes’ expectations     .686 
Dealing with student-athletes’ behaviors     .673 
Recruiting student-athletes        .533  
Educational Impact (α = .839)  
Impact on student-athletes’ academic performance    .900 
Impact student-athletes’ earning a degree     .840 
Impact on student-athletes’ taking leadership roles outside athletics .810   
 
Five items comprise the second challenge construct (see Table 4) and relate to the 
coaches’ level of challenge relating to student-athletes with factor loads of .533 to .785.  
Reliability was adequate (α = .776), the KMO measure of sampling adequacy was .796, and 
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Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001.  The item, recruiting student-athletes, 
loaded at .533, but when this item was removed, the construct reliability decreased, so it was 
retained in the construct.  These five items were recoded into the Student-athlete Challenge 
variable by summing the items, and this Student-athlete Challenge construct is used for relevant 
analyses for this study. 
 The final construct used for this study and displayed in Table 4 is comprised of the items 
relating to how the coaches feel they influence their student-athletes’ educational experiences 
and outcomes.  Of the 11 items measuring educational impact, three with factor loads of .81 to 
.90 constitute this particular construct.  Reliability was adequate (α = .839), the KMO measure of 
sampling adequacy was .796, and Bartlett’s test of sphericity was significant at p < .001.  These 
three items (impact on student-athletes’ academic performance, impact on student-athletes’ 
earning a degree, and impact on student-athletes’ taking leadership roles outside athletics) were 
recoded into the Educational Impact variable by summing the items.  Becoming a variable of 
interest, this Educational Impact construct is used for relevant analyses for this study. 
 Completion of the EFA not only validates the study’s survey, but it also contributes several 
variables of interest to be examined in order to address research questions 2 and 3.  These major 
variables of interest (observed variables and latent factors) include: 
• Altruistic motivation 
• Extrinsic motivation 
• Intrinsic motivation 
• Self-perceived impact on student-athletes’ education 
• Personal challenge 
• Student-athlete challenge 
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• Level of job satisfaction 
• Level of teacher identity 
After EFA, to answer research question 2, statistical tests to examine mean differences 
for the major variables of interest among sub-groups of the CC coaches were conducted.  These 
variables of interest include altruistic motivation, extrinsic motivation, intrinsic motivation, self-
perceived impact on student-athletes' educations (education impact), personal challenge, student-
athlete challenge, level of job satisfaction, and level of teacher identity.  
Independent samples t tests are used to compare the means of two independent samples 
or groups on a given variable (Urdan, 2010).  Independent samples t tests were run to compare 
the following groups of CC coaches:  
• Female coaches and male coaches 
• Assistant coaches and head coaches 
• Full-time and part-time coaches 
• Coaches with extra jobs and coaches without extra jobs 
To determine if the mean differences are statistically significant (p < .05), one must take 
note of Levene's test of equality of variances.  If the Levene's test is not significant, equal 
variances are assumed.  If the Levene's test is significant, equal variances are not assumed.  This 
determines the appropriate data to interpret the t-Test results output produced by SPSS. 
If a statistically significant difference in group means was found with the t test, effect size 
(Cohen’s d) was calculated to determine practical significance based on sample sizes.  Following 
Morgan and associates (2013), Cohen’s d is determined by calculating the mean differences 
between the particular two groups being compared, and then dividing the result by the pooled 
standard deviation.  According to Morgan and associates (2013), d = 0.2 is considered a small 
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effect size, 0.5 represents a medium effect size, and 0.8 a large effect size.  If two groups’ means 
do not differ by 0.2 standard deviations or more, the difference is considered trivial, even if it is 
statistically significant (Morgan et al., 2013). 
While t tests compare the means of two samples or groups, one-way analysis of variance 
tests compare the means of three or more groups (Morgan et al., 2013).  One-way analyses of 
variance (ANOVA) tests were run to compare: 
• Coaches of different career levels (early, mid, and late career) 
• Coaches of different age levels (young, moderately young, mid-age, moderately senior, 
and senior) 
• Coaches of different squad sizes (small, moderately small, medium, moderately large, 
and large squad sizes) 
• Coaches of the three competition levels surveyed (CC, NCAA D-III, and NAIA)  
If statistically significant mean differences were found among groups in the ANOVA 
tests, post hoc analyses were conducted to determine where the mean differences among the 
tested groups occurred.  Following Leech et al. (2015), this was done by first using the Levene’s 
Test of Equality of Error Variances.  If the Levene’s test showed significance (p < .05), then the 
Games-Howell post hoc analysis was used to determine where the mean difference specifically 
occurred.  If the Levene’s test showed non-significance (p > .05), then the Tukey HSD (honestly 
significant differences) post hoc analysis was used.  
Following tests of mean differences, a logistic regression model was used to test whether 
several of the major variables of interest properly relate with one another in alignment with prior 
research and the theoretical concept.  Specifically, do coaches’ challenges and motivations to 
coach predict whether they will indicate satisfaction with their job? 
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Logistic regression is used because it helps in predicting a dichotomous categorical 
variable from a set of dichotomous or continuous predictor variables (Leech et al., 2015).  
Logistic regression has fewer assumptions than other forms of regression analyses (Leech et al., 
2015), which also makes it an attractive method to use.   
A three-block logistic regression model was built with level of job satisfaction dummy 
coded (0, 1) as the dependent variable.  Responses of "somewhat satisfied," "satisfied," and "very 
satisfied" were recoded into the dichotomous 1, while "very dissatisfied," "dissatisfied," 
"somewhat dissatisfied," and "neither dissatisfied nor satisfied" responses were recoded as the 
dichotomous 0.  The EFA created challenge variables (Personal Challenge and Student-athlete 
Challenge) were used to measure how challenge could predict job satisfaction.  The EFA created 
motivation variables (Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Motivation, and Altruistic Motivation) were 
used to measure if motivations to coach countered the challenges in relation to predicting job 
satisfaction. 
 In the first block of the regression model, the coaches’ competition level was dummy 
coded as community college (1) or not community college (0).  Because CC coaches are the 
major focus of this study, this was done as the first step to see whether coaching at the CC level 
could predict job satisfaction.  The first block also included dummy-coded variable of “Extra 
job,” coded as a 1 for coaches without extra jobs and a 0 for coaches with extra jobs.  The third 
variable entered into the first block was the dichotomous variable of “FT/PT” with full-time 
coaches being coded as a 1 and part-time coaches coded as a 0.  The reason that the “Extra job” 
and FT/PT variables were entered into block one is that t-Tests for both found statistically 
significant differences in levels of job satisfaction. 
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Following the study’s conceptual model, Personal Challenge and Student-athlete 
Challenge were added in Block 2, and Intrinsic Motivation, Extrinsic Motivation, and Altruistic 
Motivation were added in Block 3.  To make interpretation easier, the challenge variables were 
reverse coded.  Instead of being coded from very easy (1) to very difficult (7), for this logistic 
regression model, the challenges are coded from very difficult (1) to very easy (7).  The 
regression statistics are reported in Table 5. 
Multicollinearity is the degree in which the predictor variables correlate with one another 
(Leech et al., 2015), essentially containing the same information.  To address multicollinearity, 
collinearity statistics can be run in SPSS to measure the Tolerance and VIF (variance inflation 
factor) to ensure they are in acceptable ranges.  According to Leech and colleagues (2015), if 
Tolerance levels approach 1.0 and VIF levels are slightly above 1.0, collinearity will not be a 
problem.  In the following logistic regression model, Tolerance was between .873 and .997 and 
VIF was between 1.003 and 1.145 for the predictor variables, all acceptable ranges. 
Qualitative Data Analysis Procedures 
The qualitative portion of the study used a phenomenological approach to answer 
research questions three and four.  A phenomenological approach is used because of its ability to 
provide an in-depth description and analysis of shared phenomenon by a group of participating 
subjects (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).  Five interviews were conducted by phone and two 
interviews were conducted in-person.   
A sequential process of qualitative data analysis following the methods outlined by Rubin 
and Rubin (2005) was carried out.  After completion of each audio-recorded interview, the 
investigator listened to the interviews to take extra notes and memos before transcribing.  The 
interview transcripts were coded by labeling part of each transcript with deductive, a priori and 
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inductive text coding.  This coding scheme allowed for organization of the data by code rather 
than by interview and allowed for a comparative analysis in order to develop themes.  The 
themes that emerged from this analysis were the basic elements of the research findings and are 
fully examined in the findings chapter. 
An iterative coding procedure was used to progressively reduce the data into clustered 
themes (Rubin & Rubin, 2005).  In order to promote comparison, major theme construction was 
intended as a progressive process, beginning with organizing coded data into discrete categories 
by motivations, challenges, job satisfaction factors, beliefs in impact on student-athletes, and 
definitions of successful athletic programs and effective coaches.  The codes were reviewed 
across categories, comparing differences and similarities in coded data between and within 
categories.  Particular attention was given to stories because they often show explicit connections 
between coded data that are not immediately apparent (Rubin & Rubin, 2005).  Major themes 
with corresponding subthemes were then developed and organized.    
The seven interview participants were given pseudonyms to be used for narratives.  Table 
5 displays each interview participant’s professional characteristics:  position held (assistant 
coach or head coach), sport(s) coached, point in career (career level), and any extra jobs held 
outside of coaching.  The career level column describes the point of the participants’ coaching 
career categorized by the total number of years they have been coaching.  Early career equates to 
the coaches having up to nine years of coaching experience.  Mid career denotes a range of 10 to 
20 years of coaching experience.  Late career coaches have 21 or more years of coaching 
experience.  All but two of the interview participants described currently have more than one 
other job outside of their coaching duties, and this included jobs off-campus outside the 
institution.   
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Table 5 
Interview Participants’ Professional Characteristics 
Pseudonym Position Sport Career level Current Extra Job(s) 
Beth Head coach Volleyball Late career Academic advisor, Assistant 
Athletics Director, Family 
business (off-campus) 
Myra Assistant coach Women’s 
basketball 
Early career Academic advisor 
Kit Assistant coach Wrestling, Golf Mid career Student-activities asst. director, 
Recreation center manager 
Bren Head coach Baseball Late career Faculty 
Roland Head coach Baseball Mid career Admissions, Instructor 
Grant Head coach Men’s basketball Mid career Athletics director, Student 
activities 
Chloe Head coach Volleyball Early career Asst. director housing, Club 
coach (off-campus) 
 
Data Convergence 
The qualitative findings’ themes and subthemes were compared to the quantitative results 
to identify congruent or conflicting data.  Creswell (2015) believes this data convergence or 
integration can occur in one of several ways - merging, explaining, building, or embedding the 
data.  With this study’s parallel convergent design, data integration is achieved by the process of 
data merging, which involves comparing and contrasting the results of interviews and surveys 
that were collected and analyzed separately (DeCuir-Gunby & Schutz, 2017).  Data convergence 
will be presented in chapter four in an attempt to give an as complete of a picture of CC coaches 
as is possible from the analyzed data. 
Validity and Reliability 
 
Before analyzing the quantitative and qualitative data, the investigator first reflected on 
and wrote about his preconceived notions concerning intercollegiate coaches in the community 
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college setting.  As an experienced intercollegiate coach at the NCAA D-I level, it was important 
to recognize his personal positionalities and check biases related to his opinions on how coaching 
and intercollegiate athletics participation potentially influences student-athletes’ educational 
experiences or outcomes.  Following Arminio and Hultgren (2002), it was important for the 
investigator throughout the process to be transparent with himself about his own experiences that 
could have impacted the analyses of the study. 
To substantiate validity of the qualitative findings, the investigator utilized several widely 
accepted methods.  First, member checking (respondent validation) was used to ensure that the 
interview participants corroborated the investigator's interpretations, themes, and summaries of 
the completed interviews (Merriam & Tisdell, 2015).  Following Merriam and Tisdell (2015), the 
investigator emailed each interview participant a summary of themes and subthemes that resulted 
from the interviewees' particular interview along with the themes and subthemes that resulted 
from the overall interviews together.  All seven interview participants agreed with the outline of 
the themes and subthemes presented.  Along with member checking, peer review and 
examination through discussions with the investigator’s colleagues was incorporated to work 
toward enhancing the validity of the findings.  These colleagues included a doctoral student in 
higher education with experience as an intercollegiate student-athlete, a professional data analyst 
also with experience as a former intercollegiate student-athlete and a professor of higher 
education with extensive expertise about community colleges.  Based on member checks and 
peer reviews, no major modifications were made to the set of themes and subthemes.  Finally, 
thoughtful and detailed notes of all methods, procedures, and decisions were made during the 
process of the study through journaling and memoing.  This was especially important in 
consideration of the investigator’s own experiences as an intercollegiate athletics coach. 
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For the quantitative results, the investigator established validity of the survey instrument 
through content validity and of the scores through criterion-related and construct validity.  Inter-
item correlations of over .30 indicated adequate criterion validity, as supported by Nunnally and 
Bernstein (1994).  Content validity can be characterized as face validity or logical validity 
(Rubio, Berg-Weger, Tebb, Lee, & Rauch, 2003).  Rubio and colleagues (2003) explain that face 
validity indicates that the measure appears valid "on its face," and logical validity is more 
rigorous with experts evaluating the content validity.  Face validity also appears sufficient.  The 
EFA results support satisfactory construct validity.  Statistically significant differences in scores 
among groups on certain measures also show the survey is valid from the construct perspective.  
Regarding reliability, Cronbach's alpha levels in the EFAs showed strong internal consistency.    
Ethical Considerations 
 
 Any time human subjects are involved in a study, ethical considerations should be 
illuminated.  Explicit IRB approval was sought and granted at Iowa State University (see 
Appendix A) prior to survey administration and interview facilitation.  This study was conducted 
in compliance with ISU’s IRB policies and procedures, which is important for this type of study 
(Creswell, 2013).  
  Although most of this study's targeted topics were not deemed sensitive and the survey 
results and interview findings were strictly confidential, coaches' potential responses could 
potentially cause embarrassment if their identities are somehow deduced from the study process. 
For example, if coaches predominantly emphasize their teams' win-loss records over their 
student-athletes' educational experiences and outcomes, this could cause consternation. 
Throughout this study, in both the quantitative and qualitative portions, steps were taken to 
ensure that person's reading about the study will not be able to deduce participants' identities.  In 
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describing the setting and the sample, only general descriptive information is given.  For 
example, describing a response from an assistant football coach at a CC in the state of Iowa will 
likely not give a reader enough information on being able to identify the respondent.  
Limitations and Delimitations 
 
The first major limitation is a small sample size of CC coaches.  Because of the nature of 
their jobs and having high time demands, it is typically difficult to get high response rates from 
coaches to complete surveys or participate in studies.  As a result, it is impossible to generalize 
this study's findings of CC coaches in Iowa to the entire CC coaching population in the state.  
The sample of CC coaches needs to be significantly larger in order to properly run EFA and 
regression analyses that focus only on those coaches of that CC level.  Because the current 
study's CC coaching sample was small, the investigator included survey responses of coaches in 
NAIA and NCAA D-III programs in Iowa in order to run statistical tests to show efficacy of 
using the survey. 
Survey participants were limited to being coaches at an Iowa community college. Thus, it 
will also be difficult to generalize results of this study to other coaches in other regions of the 
U.S. or outside the U.S., or to coaches in other levels of competition, such as youth, high school, 
NCAA D-II, NCAA D-I, or professional levels. 
Other limitations involve demographic considerations.  First, there is an 
overrepresentation of male coaches in this study.  However, this actually reflects the majority of 
intercollegiate athletic coaches being male across other levels of intercollegiate athletics.  For 
example, in NCAA D-I and D-II athletics, it is estimated that females comprise less than 40 
percent of the head coaches of women's sports teams. 
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The second concern is that very few of this study’s participants identify as non-White.  
Most of this study’s survey participants identify as White (92% for CC, 95% for NAIA, and 
93.5% for NCAA D-III coaches).  According to the most recent census, 91% of Iowans identify 
as White and 88% as White/Non-Hispanic.  Nationally, the NCAA reports a wide range of 
percentages of coaches’ race/ethnicity, depending on the level of competition and the sport 
coached.  All seven of the interview participants for this study were White.  Therefore, it would 
be difficult to generalize this study’s findings to non-White coaches. 
Concerning the institutions in which this study’s coaches worked, all but one of the 
community colleges are considered rural situated on small campuses.  These small CC campus 
enrollments range from less than a 1000 students to a little over 5000 students.  One of these 
community colleges reports an enrollment of almost 15,000 and is situated in one of the largest 
cities in Iowa.  Because of most of this study’s participants are from rural community colleges, it 
would be difficult to generalize findings to coaches who work at urban or suburban institutions. 
This study strictly explores the athletics coaches’ perspectives about their roles and 
motivations and how they potentially have an impact on their student-athletes’ education 
experiences.  Because this study is limited to the coaches’ viewpoints, it is impossible to infer 
causality affecting student-athletes’ educational experiences.  It could be informative in the 
future to include the student-athletes’ perspectives about their coaches’ impacts and to compare 
this with the coaches’ perspectives.  However, the initial aim of this study is to establish a profile 
describing coaches from the CC level in Iowa. 
Summary 
In this chapter, the pilot study that informed this study’s survey and interview protocol 
was reviewed, as were the research questions and relevant null hypothesis.  The research design 
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with the quantitative and qualitative approaches used for this study was also presented, the 
sample and data collection and data analysis methods were described, and the limitations and 
ethical considerations of the study were outlined. 
 Exploratory factor analysis used the complete data set of CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III 
coaches’ survey responses in order to enhance the analysis and to validate the survey.  The EFA 
revealed three motivation constructs, two challenge constructs, and a construct on the coaches’ 
self-perceived impacts on student-athletes’ educations.  These variables of interest were included 
in t-tests and ANOVAs measuring mean differences for various groups of CC coaches.  Logistic 
regression was then used to verify alignment with the theoretical concept and previous literature.  
The quantitative results were compared with the corresponding qualitative findings provided 
from semi-structured interviews with seven CC coaches. 
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CHAPTER 4. RESULTS & FINDINGS 
 
Overview 
 
This chapter presents the current study’s quantitative results and qualitative findings.  For 
the quantitative results, descriptive analyses and comparisons of means among the sample’s 
selected sub-groups (independent samples t-test and one-way analysis of variance) will be 
presented.  Although community college (CC) coaches are the focus of this study, the descriptive 
analyses will show the profile characteristics of all the small-school coaches who completed the 
survey.  This includes NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches in addition to the CC coaches.  This is 
done not only to compare these three groups of coaches but also to validate the survey by using 
this larger sample of small-school coaches.  Variables of interest were developed through EFA, 
which requires a larger sample size.  In addition, the total sample of the three levels of coaches 
was used in the regression model to test alignment with the study's literature and theoretical 
concept.  
Qualitative findings include saturated data culled from the seven CC coaches’ direct 
quotes about the targeted topics discussed related to research questions one, three, and four.  
Highlighted will be the coaches’ motivations,  role challenges and how they navigate these 
challenges, their levels of teacher self-identity and their perceived impacts on their student-
athletes’ educational experiences.  Selected quotes will support certain quantitative results as 
appropriate.  These quantitative and qualitative findings are organized by research question. 
Research Question 1 
The first research question asked:  What are Iowa CC coaches’ profile characteristics, 
such as their backgrounds, experiences, motivations to coach, challenges encountered, how they 
self-identify as teachers, their level of job satisfaction, and their perceived level of impact on 
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their student-athletes’ educations?  This research question is addressed by both quantitative data 
(survey responses) and qualitative data (interviews).  Descriptive results will be presented first 
followed by relevant qualitative findings for several profile characteristics, such as level of 
teacher self-identity, motivations to coach, challenges, and self-perceived impact on student-
athletes’ educations. 
Descriptive Results 
  The descriptive results consist of two parts of the coaches' profile – demographic 
characteristics and job characteristics.  First, demographic characteristics will be described 
(Table 6) followed by the coaches' professional characteristics relating to their job(s) (Table 7).    
Demographic Characteristics 
As shown in Table 6, the vast majority of survey completers were male with at least 
three-quarters of respondents across all three levels of competition (75% of CC and NCAA D-III 
coaches and 86% of NAIA coaches).  Even higher percentages (91.7% CC, 93.5% NCAA D-III, 
and 95% NAIA) of coaches identified their race/ethnicity as White.  For age level, the highest 
percentage of CC coaches reported being in their thirties (35%) and 25% were age 30 or 
younger, and 21.7% were age 40-50.  This was similar for both the NAIA and NCAA D-III 
coaches.  As the age categories increased into the fifties and sixties, the percentages decreased 
for all three levels.  The mean age of all coaches from the three levels of competition that 
completed the survey was 39.4 years with the youngest age reported being age 23 by several 
assistant coaches and one head coach.  The oldest age being reported was 73 (a head coach).  The 
mean age of assistant coaches was 32.8 for CC coaches, 35.9 for NCAA D-III coaches, and 29.8 
for NAIA coaches.  The mean age of head coaches was 40.1 for CC coaches, 41.1 for NCAA D-
III coaches, and 39.4 for NAIA coaches. 
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Regarding the highest level of completed education, a majority of CC coaches reported 
having a master's degree (56.7%), and very few (1.7%) reported having less than a bachelor's 
degree.  For the 60 CC coaches, 34 had master’s degrees, 16 had bachelor’s degrees, and 7 had a 
bachelors’ degree plus some graduate work completed.  That left just 3 without at least a four-
year degree.   
Table 6 
Demographic Characteristics of Survey Participants (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III Coaches) 
   Competition level 
     All coaches            CC                 NAIA           NCAA D-III 
Variable    n % n % n % n %  
Sample (N=248) 
Iowa coaching population  911 100 
Survey population   856 94.0 191 22.3 297 35.0 368 43.0  
Respondents    248 29.0   60 31.4   80 26.9 108 29.3 
Gender (N=248) 
Female     53 21.4  15 25.0   11 13.8   27  25.0 
Male     195   78.6  45 75.0   69 86.3   81  75.0 
Race/Ethnicity (N=248) 
African-American/Black     6  2.4    2   3.3     1   1.3     3    2.8 
American-Indian      1  .40    1   1.7     0   0.0     0    0.0 
Asian        2  .81    0   0.0     1   1.3     1    .93 
Hispanic/Latino/a      7  2.8    2   3.3     2   2.5     3    2.8 
White     232 93.5  55  91.7    76 95.0  101  93.5 
Age level (N=248) 
Young (23-30 years)    66 26.6  15 25.0   18 22.5   33 30.6  
Moderately young (31-39 years)  86 34.7  21 35.0   33 41.3   32 29.6 
Mid-age (40-50 years)    47 19.0  13 21.7   15 18.8   19 17.6 
Moderately senior (51-61 years)  39 15.7    9 15.0   12 15.0   18 16.7 
Senior (62 years and older)   10   4.0    2   3.3     2   2.5     6   5.6 
Highest completed education level (N=248) 
High school and some college     3  1.2     2   3.3      0   0.0      1   .93 
2-year degree or certificate     2  .81     1   1.7      1   1.3      0   0.0 
Bachelor’s degree     57 23.0   16 26.7    20 25.0    21 19.4 
Bachelor’s and some graduate school   31 12.5     7 11.7      8 10.0    16 14.8 
Master’s degree   144 58.1   34 56.7    44 55.0    66 61.1 
Doctorate degree     11   4.4     0   0.0      7   8.8      4   3.7 
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Professional Characteristics 
Table 7 shows the coaches’ professional characteristics.  42 of the CC coaches reported 
being a head coach (70%).  There was also a strong majority of NAIA coaches responding as a 
head coach (63.8%).  However, there was a more even split for the NCAA D-III coaches, with 
53 assistant coaches and 55 head coaches responding to the survey. 
Regarding career levels, 41.7% of CC coaches reporting being in mid-career, 31.7% 
being in early career, and 26.7% being in late career.  For NAIA respondents, 50% were 
considered mid-career, 26.3% in early career, and 23.8% late career.  NCAA D-III respondents 
had the evenest distribution across these three career levels with 32.4% (early career), 35.2% 
(mid-career), and 32.4% (late career) coaches responding to the survey. 
 Sixteen total sports were represented (14 in CC).  The two most common sports coached 
for the CC respondents were baseball and track and field/cross-country with 15% each.  This was 
followed by 11.7% each for women’s basketball and volleyball and 10% each for men’s 
basketball and softball.  Similar to CC coaches, the largest percentage of NAIA respondents 
coached track and field/cross-country.  For NCAA D-III respondents, the highest percentage was 
17.6% being football coaches, and the second-most coached track and field/cross-country (13%). 
Total years of coaching experience ranged from 1 to 42 years for the CC coaches with a 
mean of 16.3 years.  Almost one-third (31.7%) of CC coaches reported being a volunteer at least 
once in their coaching journeys.  Higher percentages of NAIA (41.3%) and NCAA D-III (36.1%) 
coaches reported volunteer experience.   
Over half (58.3%) of CC coaches have coached at the same competition level they 
competed in as student-athletes.  Significantly higher percentages were reported for NAIA (70%) 
and NCAA D-III (75.9%) coaches.  Under half (43.3%) of CC coaches have coached at the same 
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institution they competed at as student-athletes.  Again, significantly higher percentages were 
reported for NAIA (58.8%) and NCAA D-III (51.9%) coaches.  All but one of the CC coaches 
had competitive playing experience as student-athletes at multiple levels of competition.  Other 
than the one coach who reported no competitive playing experience, the highest levels competed 
in as student-athletes ranged from high school (5) to the professional or semi-professional level 
(8).  Thirteen competed at the NCAA D-I level, 8 competed at the NCAA D-II level, 6 competed 
at the NCAA D-III level, 15 competed at the NAIA level, and 4 competed at the CC level as the 
highest level competed in. 
Regarding the coaches’ employment status at their institutions, 63.3% of CC coaches 
were full-time employees of the college (compared to 75% at NAIA and 77.8% at NCAA D-III).  
However, only 10% of CC coaches reported that coaching provided their primary income.  This 
was significantly less than the NAIA (41.3%) and NCAA D-III (22.2%) coaches.   This starkly 
contrasts with 88.3% of CC coaches reporting having extra jobs outside of their coaching 
responsibilities either within or outside the college where they coach.  For both NAIA and 
NCAA D-III coaches, 75% report having extra jobs outside of coaching. 
Although most of the coaches report their coaching provides supplemental income, CC 
coaches reported working an average of 47.9 hours per week during their sport’s competitive 
seasons.  This was actually a little less than that reported by NAIA coaches (51.4 hours per 
week) and NCAA D-III coaches (52.6 hours per week). 
 As to teaching experiences, 58.3% of CC coaches reported having formal experience 
teaching in a classroom or online setting.  This was similar to the percentages of NAIA coaches 
(57.5%) and NCAA D-III coaches (57.4%) reporting the same type of teaching experience.  
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Table 7 
Professional Characteristics of Survey Participants (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III Coaches) 
   Competition level 
     All coaches            CC                 NAIA           NCAA D-III 
Variable    n % n % n % n %  
Sample (N=248) 
Iowa coaching population  911 100 
Survey population   856 94.0 191 22.3 297 35.0 368 43.0  
Respondents    248 29.0   60 31.4   80 26.9 108 29.3 
Position (N=248) 
Assistant coaches   100 40.3   18 30.0   29 36.3   53 49.1 
Head coaches    148 59.7   42 70.0   51 63.8   55 50.9 
Career level (N=248) 
Early career (0-9 years)   75 30.2   19 31.7   21 26.3   35 32.4 
Mid-career (10-20 years)  103 41.5   25 41.7   40 50.0   38 35.2 
Late career (21 years or more)   70 28.2   16 26.7   19 23.8   35 32.4 
Sports coached (N=248) 
Baseball     24  9.7    9 15.0    5   6.3   10   9.3 
Basketball, men’s    18  7.3    6 10.0    7   8.8     5   4.6 
Basketball, women’s    17  6.9    7 11.7    1   1.3     9   8.3 
Bowling      4  1.6    1   1.7    3   3.8     0   0.0 
Cheer/Dance      6  2.4    1   1.7    3   3.8     2   1.9 
Football    33 13.3    4   6.7  10 12.5   19 17.6 
Golf     10  4.0    1   1.7    6   7.5     3   2.8 
Hockey      1  .40    0   0.0    1   1.3     0   0.0 
Lacrosse      5  2.0    0   0.0    2   2.5     3   2.8 
Shooting      1  .40    1   1.7    0   0.0     0   0.0 
Soccer    22  8.9    3   5.0    9 11.3   10   9.3 
Softball    18  7.3    6 10.0    5   6.3     7   6.5 
Swimming/Diving     8  3.2    1   1.7    0   0.0     7   6.5 
Tennis      4  1.6    0   0.0    2   2.5     2   1.9 
Track and field/Cross-Country  37 14.9    9 15.0  14 17.5   14  13.0 
Volleyball    24  9.7    7 11.7    7   8.8   10    9.3 
Wrestling    16  6.5    4  6.7    5   6.3     7    6.5 
Past coaching experiences (N=248) 
Volunteer coaching experience   91 36.7    19 31.7    33 41.3    39 36.1 
Same level as competed as athlete 173 69.8    35 58.3    56 70.0    82 75.9 
Same college as competed as athlete 129 52.0    26 43.3    47 58.8    56 51.9 
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Table 7 (Continued) 
   Competition level 
     All coaches            CC                 NAIA           NCAA D-III 
Variable    n % n % n % n %  
Institutional job status (N=248) 
Full-time employed at college  182 73.4    38 63.3    60 75.0    84 77.8 
Coaching provides primary income   63 25.4     6 10.0    33 41.3    24 22.2 
Extra job(s) outside coaching  194 78.2    53 88.3    60 75.0    81 75.0 
Teaching experience   143 57.7    35 58.3    46 57.5    62 57.4  
 
Teacher Identity 
  Because the conceptual framework includes a model that was derived from teachers’ 
decisions to enter the teaching profession, and because it is common for coaches to refer to 
themselves as teachers, this self-perceived level of identity as a teacher is an important profile 
characteristic and variable of interest to examine.  CC coaches reported a mean teacher identity 
of 5.28 (sd = 1.94), which is in the “somewhat strong” category on the 7-point Likert scale with 
one equaling “very weak” and seven equaling “very strong.”  NAIA coaches reported a mean 
teacher identity level of 5.32 (sd = 1.41), and NCAA D-III coaches reported a mean teacher 
identity level of 5.27 (sd = 1.63).  Thus, all three levels of coaches reported very similar levels of 
identity as teachers. 
  Each of the seven interview participants identified strongly or very strongly as teachers.  
Their emphatic declarations identifying themselves as teachers starkly contrasts with the more 
tepid survey responses with means in the "somewhat strong" teacher identity range.  Kit says, 
"As a teacher, I view myself as a molder.  I love molding them into successful athletes, students, 
and people."  Their levels of teacher identification were associated with their beliefs that athletics 
and education are intertwined, and this further strengthened their attempts to have a direct impact 
on their student-athletes' educational experiences and outcomes.  Beth illuminates, 
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I’m teaching every day.  How to be a better volleyball player, a better student, better 
friends, sister, person… I like to think the lessons taught on the court carry over into their 
lives… 
 Roland, a mid-career head baseball coach, also connects his identity as a teacher with his 
philosophy that what his student-athletes learn on the baseball diamond translates to learning 
how to go through life and handle off-the-field situations.  He says, 
As a teacher, I want to teach them how to learn from previous mistakes.  I think that’s 
what coaching is… The classroom of baseball will teach them so much about what’s 
going to happen in the real world… They will lean on and remember the skills they 
learned, working in a team structure daily...on how to develop time management skills 
and those other qualities they learn in baseball to helps them be successful later on. 
As a full-time faculty member at his college, Bren admits that he became a teacher only 
because he wanted to coach.  However, he now realizes that he enjoys the classroom almost as 
much as coaching lessons on the field because he feels his influence on young people has 
broadened and deepened.  He says, "I think coaches, including me, are driven to essentially help 
people.  And what better way to help young people, then to improve their education."  Beth, 
Bren, Chloe, Kit, and Myra told stories of how they have personally monitored study sessions 
and worked with student-athletes for several hours in the evenings on assignments.  Kit:  "I've sat 
four hours helping someone write a paper, proofing it, making sure they understood what they're 
writing and why. It all goes back to being there for them." 
Motivations to Coach  
A major variable of interest for this study centers around coaches’ motivations to coach.  
The means and standard deviations of the coaches’ responses to how important certain items are 
  
105 
in their initiating a coaching career and for remaining in a coaching career are displayed in Table 
8.  A seven-point Likert scale (from very unimportant to very important) was used to measure 
how important these motivation items were in the coaches' decisions to enter the coaching 
profession and to remain in the profession.  Similar to the previously mentioned demographic 
and job characteristics, NAIA, and NCAA D-III coaches' responses are displayed.  While this 
study is particularly focused on CC coaches, it is believed that the coaches from the other two 
levels will report similar profile characteristics (such as motivations).  Moreover, data from all 
three levels of coaches were used for more advanced statistical methods which required larger 
sample sizes than what was available for the CC-only group. 
Table 8 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of Initial and Current Motivations to Coach for CC (n=59), 
NAIA (n=76), and NCAA D-III (n=105) Coaches 	 CC	 NAIA	 NCAA	D-III	
Motivation Initial Current Initial Current Initial Current 
Income 2.08 (1.34) 3.24 (2.18) 2.34 (1.41) 3.11 (1.67) 2.05 (1.23) 3.15 (1.97) 
Benefits 2.15 (1.51) 3.34 (2.29) 2.42 (1.35) 3.41 (1.79) 2.30 (1.44) 3.32 (2.06) 
Recognition 2.42 (1.35) 2.97 (1.86) 3.09 (1.61) 2.95 (1.58) 2.70 (1.56) 2.87 (3.14) 
Successful performer 5.12 (1.58) 5.69 (1.33) 5.34 (1.36) 5.59 (1.31) 5.55 (1.08) 5.82 (1.11) 
To be a mentor 6.36 (.85) 6.53 (.86) 6.22 (.76) 6.46 (.62) 6.06 (1.17) 6.64 (.59) 
Love of the sport 6.61 (.87) 6.61 (.83) 6.53 (.79) 6.47 (.77) 6.72 (.53) 6.62 (.79) 
Love of coaching 6.58 (.65) 6.64 (.64) 6.47 (.72) 6.55 (.64) 6.49 (.77) 6.69 (.61) 
 
 As Table 8 shows, coaches' most important reasons for deciding to enter the coaching 
profession revolves intrinsic (love of the sport and love of coaching) and altruistic reasons (to be 
a mentor) rather than extrinsic reasons (income, benefits, and recognition).  This stays relatively 
stable from the initial reasons to the coaches' current reasons.  However, the extrinsic 
motivations do tend to increase in the level of importance from the initial to the current positions. 
The seven interview participants offered interesting insights on what motivates them to 
coach.  All seven of the interview participants told stories of how seeing their coaches have 
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positive impacts on young lives, including their own, was the first spark to ignite their passion to 
coach and help guide and mentor future generations of student-athletes.  Kit says, “A big role 
model for me was my high school coach…He’s the biggest reason I fell in love with sports and 
became a coach.”  Grant’s father was a high school coach for many years, and he says almost all 
his childhood memories revolve around sports, saying, 
Every week was scheduled around sports.  It was a way of life for us.  As a kid, I’d go on
 trips with him and the team, used to stay up with him to watch film… And I learned not
 only how to approach athletes, but also their family… I remember him being so good at
 interacting with them, especially his players, they really responded to him and looked up
 to him… I learned not only how to do things the right way, but also what not to do, by
 watching him and what he went through…  
Although their positive high school athletic experiences may have sparked an initial 
interest in coaching, they also acknowledge they were effectively mentored by their college 
coaches and in some cases were targeted as potential coaches.  Myra mentioned how she never 
thought about coaching until her CC coach asked her if she’d be interested in coaching one day. 
Later, he would offer her a job on his staff after she graduated from a four-year institution.  
While Myra was encouraged by her CC coach to pursue coaching, the other six interview 
participants actively pursued coaching without prompting.  However, their coaches were still 
important in their coming to their decisions to coach.  “My college coaches were amazing 
people,” exclaims Beth.  “The effect my college coach had on me and my teammates off the 
court was immeasurable, says Roland.  And Bren agrees, “I really liked what my college coach 
gets to do every day – impacting young athletes.  So, I thought that’s the direction I’m going to 
go.”  Chloe specifies her college coaches’ influence on her choosing a coaching career… 
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Connections are so important, like in anything.  As an athlete, I worked really hard, 
showed leadership potential on my team, and my coach actively looked for ways I could 
develop these qualities and mentored me, taught me how to watch film, how to scout... 
His door was always open and I spent hours there just talking about volleyball, about 
classes, about life stuff.   He put me in touch with a club director who needed a coach for 
a club team.  So I did that and really fell in love with helping develop young athletes, not 
just as players on the court, but as people off it.  It's an amazing feeling to see how you're 
affecting a young life.  And I wanted more of that… 
The common thread that connects these seven interview participants in their initial 
motivations to begin coaching was their own coaches’ mentorship and influence.  However, with 
the potential personal challenges that these CC coaches encounter, especially the time demands 
and strain it puts on work-life balance as detailed in the challenges section, how do these CC 
coaches maintain their current motivation to coach?  All seven of the coaches used variants of 
phrases such as “love to work with young people.”  Five of the interviewees specifically said the 
word “passion” and four of them specifically said the word, “mold.”   
All of the interviewed coaches appeared to want to use their passion for guiding young 
people as a way to honor the way their own coaches guided them.  Chloe adds, “…it’s my way 
of giving back… my coaches gave a lot to me.  I know the time and effort they put in…”  This 
“giving back” includes not only helping the individual student-athlete, but Beth also seemed to 
recognize the impact that this could have on the community, saying, 
Passion is a big deal with coaching - gotta have it.  Without it, a coach won’t last long,
 because the time demands suck at all levels, but it’s about what you’re passionate about
 and what makes you happy… I have a gift, and my gift is my ability to build these kids
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 up athletically, socially, personally, so they become leaders of the community… I was
 positively mentored, and my coaching is my way to give back… 
 The seven interview participants’ comments about what motivated them to initially get 
into coaching and what motivates them to continue coaching matches what the quantitative 
descriptive analysis shows.  Namely, lower levels of importance are placed on extrinsic or 
financial reasons, and higher levels of importance are placed on intrinsic reasons (for love of the 
sport and coaching) and altruistic reasons (wanting to mentor young people). 
Challenges 
The means and standard deviations of the coaches’ responses to different types of 
challenges encountered are shown in Table 9.  A seven-point Likert scale (from very easy to very 
difficult) was used to measure the coaches’ perceived ability to handle the particular challenges.  
Again, the NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches mean responses are shown next to those from CC 
coaches.  As with the motivation variables in the previous section, the means of these challenge 
items are also quite similar across all three levels of coaches.  Specifically, time demands, the 
level of pay and benefits, and the impact on personal or family life are the three challenges with 
the highest mean difficulty level for all three levels of coaches.  Challenges related to student-
athletes or the institutions are not reportedly difficult to deal with for all three levels of coaches. 
These descriptive findings are supported by the logistic regression model that was built as a part 
of the quantitative methods to explore potential relationships that support the literature and 
theory used for this study.  Logistic regression showed that the personal challenge variable 
(constructed by summating the three variables that EFA parsed out) could predict whether the 
coached indicated being satisfied in his or her job.  
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Table 9 
Mean (and Standard Deviations) of Encountered Challenges for CC (n=60), NAIA (n=76), 
 and NCAA D-III (n=105) Coaches 
Challenge CC NAIA NCAA D-III 
Relating  to or communicating with student-athletes 2.42 (1.36) 2.29 (.85) 2.23 (1.16) 
Student-athletes’ academics 2.87 (1.48) 2.83 (1.49) 2.67 (1.28) 
Student-athletes’ behaviors 3.38 (1.57) 3.30 (1.34) 3.08 (1.30) 
Recruiting 3.45 (1.78) 3.66 (1.42) 4.01 (1.72) 
Institutional personnel or staff 2.55 (1.31) 2.92 (1.33) 2.94 (1.52) 
Institution or community expectations 2.35 (1.23) 2.93 (1.30) 2.79 (1.31) 
Student-athletes’ expectations 2.78 (1.35) 3.24 (1.33) 2.78 (1.22) 
Pressures to win 3.07 (1.38) 3.47 (1.21) 3.72 (1.29) 
Time demands 4.25 (1.87) 4.72 (1.58) 4.55 (1.59) 
Pay and benefits 4.47 (1.78) 4.95 (1.52) 4.81 (1.71) 
Impact on personal or family life 4.63 (1.75) 4.62 (1.43) 4.63 (1.58) 
 
 While the personal type challenges have the highest mean difficulty compared to other 
types of challenges, it should be noted that these approach the “somewhat difficult” level, 
represented by a five on the 7-point Likert scale (1 is “very easy” and 7 is “very difficult”).  The 
descriptive analysis of the individual challenge items that constitute the Personal Challenge 
construct from the EFA, does not quite align with how the interview participants described 
dealing with these challenges.  The seven interview participants seemed to emphasize the 
potential negative impact that these personal-type challenges had on their personal and 
professional lives.  Part of this impact on their personal lives could relate to the coaches having 
enough quality time to spend with family and friends because they need to work in multiple jobs.  
Kit, a mid-career assistant coach of wrestling and golf, says, 
One of the biggest challenges coaching at the community college level is not being full-
time as just a coach and having multiple responsibilities.  At one point, I was working 
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about four jobs on campus just to be able to make ends meet.  It can be really difficult at 
times, to balance all that, to be able to give your everything. 
Myra, an early career assistant women’s basketball coach, worries about the time 
demands having a negative impact on her family life once she is ready to have children.  She 
explains: 
I question how long I can maintain the amount of hours especially when I’m ready to 
have kids... The time demands and the multiple positions and roles is probably the 
biggest reason I’d consider a job change.  It would be ideal if I could focus more on 
coaching… 
 It is possible that the misalignment of the descriptive statistics and the qualitative data relates to 
an individual coach's particular family status.  Five of the seven interview participants were 
young to moderately young and in their early or mid positions of their careers with families and 
children.  These five all stressed the difficulties they had in handling personal level challenges.  
One coach, who was a mid-aged, late-career coach with several young children admitted to 
recently quitting his coaching job in order to spend more time with his family.  The seventh 
coach, a moderately-senior, late-career coach with children who were now independent, 
vocalized the least amount of difficulty dealing with personal level challenges.  Although she 
currently does not have difficulty dealing with personal level challenges, probably helped by not 
having children at home anymore, she also mentioned that while "the hours suck at all levels in 
coaching, but it's all about what you love…"  It is possible that her passion for coaching buffered 
any potential difficulties related to her job.  
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Job Satisfaction 
 Mean job satisfaction for CC coaches who participated in the survey was 5.43 (sd = 
1.21).  This compared to 5.66 (sd = 1.25) for NAIA coaches and 5.34 (sd = 1.18) for NCAA D-
III coaches.  Five represents “somewhat satisfied” on the 7-point Likert scale, with one 
representing “very unsatisfied” and seven representing “very satisfied.”   Also, a logistic 
regression model was employed to test whether the EFA constructed motivation and challenge 
variables would predict job satisfaction and align with the literature and theoretical concept.  The 
model showed that for every unit increase in the coaches’ ability to handle personal challenge, it 
was 2.77 times more likely they would indicate being satisfied in their job.  
The interview participants (six of the seven) consistently noted that they would be 
happier in their job if they could just focus on their coaching without having to work in the other 
roles they had on campus, noting the amount of hours necessary to perform all their roles 
especially in addition to coaching duties.  Roland, a mid-career head baseball coach, provides an 
example: 
…the challenges, the multiple things I got to do here if I want to coach, it does affect 
your personal life at times.  It does get stressful, it does wear you down… We all have 
challenges we hit head on… there’s not a lot of down time.  And just as my players 
expect the most out of me as their coach, my wife, and my two sons expect the most out 
of me as a husband and father, and rightly so. 
Only one of the coaches (Beth, a late-career head volleyball coach) mentioned that she 
liked working in her other roles and is not necessarily negatively impacted by having to work in 
multiple roles and positions.  Beth illuminates, 
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…juggling my roles on campus might get hard, especially certain times a year, my
 academic advising job makes me the coach that I am.  I think advising helps me get to
 know the girls even better and helps me understand what is affecting them off the
 court…” 
 It is possible that Beth’s current life situation with her children now independent and no 
longer living in her home influences how she reports her level of job satisfaction in relation to 
the challenges she currently encounters.  As a moderately senior aged late-career coach, perhaps 
Beth just happened to have figured out her work-life balance through the ample experience she 
has had.  She did ultimately admit that “the hours suck at all levels” and that “the hours can 
definitely get crazy busy and long during certain times a year.”  Beth was probably verbalizing a 
long-held belief that coaches’ level of teacher self-identity and connection with education would 
influence their realization that the “challenge” is one of the more rewarding aspects of the job. 
Research Question 2 			 Research question 2 is:  Are there statistically significant mean differences in profile 
characteristics among various sub-samples of this IA CC coaching population?  The eight profile 
characteristics (variables of interest) are:  (a) altruistic motivation to coach, (b) extrinsic 
motivation to coach, (c) intrinsic motivation to coach, (d) self-perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education, (e) personal challenge, (f) student-athlete challenge, (g) level of teacher self-
identity, and (h) level of job satisfaction.  The first six variables of interest were derived from the 
EFA as outlined in the quantitative methods section.  The groups to be compared are:  
• Female coaches and male coaches 
• Assistant coaches and head coaches 
• Full-time coaches and part-time coaches 
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• Coaches with extra jobs and coaches without extra jobs 
• Coaches of different career levels 
• Coaches of different age levels 
• Coaches of different competition levels (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III) 
CC Female Coaches and CC Male Coaches 
An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare female CC coaches’ responses 
and male CC coaches’ responses to the eight variables of interest and results are shown on 
Tables 10 and 11.  A statistically significant difference was found in the level of Altruistic 
Motivation of male CC coaches (M = 6.31, SD = .86) and female CC coaches (M = 6.83, SD = 
.31), t(56.73) = 3.47, p = .001.  Because the p value of .001 is lower than the specified 
significance level of p = .05, the null hypothesis is rejected.  The data provide sufficient evidence 
to conclude that a statistically significant difference exists between female and male CC coaches’ 
levels of altruistic motivation for coaching.  Female CC coaches reported higher levels of 
altruistic motivation (reason for coaching is to mentor young people) than their male colleagues.  
In addition, the calculated effect size (d = .63) is "medium" or a typical measure of "practical 
significance," according to Morgan and colleagues (2013).   
Table 10	
Comparison of CC Coaches by Gender  
Variable Gender N M SD SE 
Teacher self-identification  Female  15 4.73 2.05 .53 
 Male 45 5.47 1.89 .53 
Job Satisfaction Female 15 5.40 1.45 .38 
 Male 45 5.44 1.14 .17 
Intrinsic motivation  Female 15 6.72 .38 .10 
 Male 44 6.57 .64 .10 
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Table 10 (Continued) 
 
Variable Gender N M SD SE 
Extrinsic motivation Female 15 3.02 1.97 .51 
 Male 44 2.60 1.41 .21 
Altruistic motivation Female 15 6.83 .31 .08 
 Male 44 6.31 .86 .13 
Personal challenge Female 15 4.51 1.55 .40 
 Male 45 4.43 1.51 .23 
Student-athlete challenge  Female  15 2.40 .99 .25 
 Male 45 3.05 1.25 .19 
Educational impact Female 15 6.09 .71 .18 
 Male 44 5.70 .63 .10 
 
 A statistically significant difference also existed in the level of Educational Impact of 
male CC coaches (M = 5.70, SD = .63) and female CC coaches (M = 6.09, SD = .71), t(57) = 
2.033, p = .047.  Because the p value of .047 was lower than the specified significance level of p 
= .05, the null hypothesis was rejected.  The data provide sufficient evidence to conclude that a 
significant difference exists between female and male CC coaches’ level of total impact on their 
student-athletes’ education.  Furthermore, the calculated effect size (d = .58) is medium or 
typical level. 
 From Tables 10 and 11, no statistically significant differences were found between male 
CC coaches’ and female CC coaches’ level of teacher self-identification, job satisfaction, 
intrinsic motivation, extrinsic motivation, personal challenge, and student-athlete challenge.  
Thus, the null hypotheses for these variables are accepted. 
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Table 11 
T-Test Results Comparing CC Coaches by Gender 
 
 
 
	 Levene’s	test	for	equality	of	variances	 	 																									t-Test	for	equality	of	means					
Variable	 F	 Sig.	 	 t	 df	 Sig	(2-tailed)	 Mean	diff.	 SE	diff.	 95%	CI	Teacher	self-ID	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 .02	 .891	 	 -1.27	 58	 .208	 -.733	 .576	 [-1.885,	0.419]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 -1.22	 22.47	 .234	 -.733	 .600	 [-1.976,	0.51]	Job	satisfaction	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 1.44	 .236	 	 -.122	 58	 .903	 -.044	 .365	 [-0.774,	0.685]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 -.108	 20.05	 .915	 -.044	 .412	 [-0.904,	0.815]	Intrinsic	motivation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 3.68	 .060	 	 .815	 57	 .418	 .143	 .175	 [-0.208,	0.493]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 1.043	 41.89	 .303	 .143	 .137	 [-0.133,	0.419]	Extrinsic	motivation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 6.47	 .014	 	 .898	 57	 .373	 .420	 .468	 [-0.516,	1.357]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 -.770	 19.11	 .455	 .420	 .551	 [-0.733,	1.573]	Altruistic	motivation	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 9.77	 .003	 	 2.316	 57	 .024	 .527	 .227	 [0.071,	0.982]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 3.468	 56.73	 .001	 .527	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]	Personal	challenge	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 .006	 .937	 	 .180	 58	 .858	 .081	 .453	 [-0.825,	0.988]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 .178	 23.55	 .861	 .081	 .459	 [-0.866,	1.029]	Student-athlete	challenge	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 1.08	 .303	 	 -1.83	 58	 .072	 -.652	 .356	 [-1.364,	0.060]	Equal	variances	not	assumed		 	 	 	 -2.07	 56.73	 .001	 .527	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]		 30.30	 56.73	 .001	 .527	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]		 			-.047	 56.73	 .001	 . 7	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]		 -.652	 56.73	 .001	 .527	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]		 .316	 6.73	 .001	 .527	 .152	 [0.222,	0.831]		 						[-1.29 ,	-0.0 8]	 	 .001	 .527	 .15 [0.222,	0.831]		Perceived	impact	on	student-athletes’	education	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	 	Equal	variances	assumed	 .638	 .428	 	 2.033	 57	 .047	 .393	 .193	 [0.006,	0.781]	Equal	variances	not	assumed	 	 	 	 1.918	 22.07	 .068	 .393	 .205	 [-0.032,	0.818]	
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CC Assistant Coaches and CC Head Coaches  
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare CC assistant coaches’ and CC 
head coaches’ responses to the eight variables of interest (Tables 12 and 13).  No statistically 
significant differences were found between CC assistant coaches and head coaches for any of the 
eight variables (level of teacher self-identification, job satisfaction, intrinsic motivation, extrinsic 
motivation, altruistic motivation, personal challenge, student-athlete challenge, and educational 
impact.  Thus, the null hypotheses for these variables are accepted. 
Table 12 
Comparison of CC Coaches by Position (Assistant and Head Coaches)  	
Variable Position N M SD SE 
Teacher self-ID Assistant coach 18 4.72 2.47 .58 
 Head coach 42 5.52 1.64 .25 
Job satisfaction Assistant coach 18 5.67 .91 .21 
 Head coach 42 5.33 1.32 .20 
Intrinsic motivation Assistant	coach	 17 6.68 .57 .14 
 Head coach 42 6.58 .59 .09 
Extrinsic motivation Assistant coach 17 2.26 1.27 .31 
 Head coach 42 2.88 1.65 .25 
Altruistic motivation Assistant coach 17 6.41 .94 .23 
 Head coach 42 6.45 .73 .11 
Personal challenge Assistant coach 18 4.30 1.58 .37 
 Head coach 42 4.52 1.49 .23 
Student-athlete challenge Assistant coach 18 2.67 1.28 .30 
 Head coach 42 2.98 1.19 .18 
Educational impact Assistant coach 17 5.76 .81 .20 
 Head coach 42 5.81 .61 .09 
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Table 13 
T-Test Results Comparing CC Coaches by Position (Assistant Coaches and Head Coaches) 
 
Full-Time CC Coaches and Part-Time CC Coaches  	 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare full-time and part-time CC 
coaches’ responses to the eight variables of interest.  A statistically significant difference existed 
in the level of job satisfaction of full-time CC coaches (M = 5.71, SD = .1.01) and part-time CC 
	 Levene’s	test	for	equality	of	variances	 	 t-Test	for	equality	of	means	
Variable F Sig. 
 
t df 
Sig 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
diff. 
SE 
diff. 95% CI 
Teacher self-ID          
   Equal variances assumed 7.79 .007  -1.48 58 .144 -.802 .541 [-1.885, 0.282] 
   Equal variances not assumed    -1.26 23.70 .219 -.802 .635 [-2.112, 0.509] 
Job satisfaction          
Equal variances assumed 3.16 .081  .975 58 .333 .333 .342 [-0.351, 1.017] 
Equal variances not assumed    1.129 46.06 .265 .333 .295 [-0.261, 0.928] 
Intrinsic motivation          
Equal variances assumed .949 .334  .551 57 .584 .093 .169 [-0.245, 0.431] 
Equal variances not assumed    .561 30.67 .579 .093 .166 [-0.246, 0.432] 
Extrinsic motivation          
Equal variances assumed 5.12 .027  -1.38 57 .172 -.616 .445 [-1.508, 0.276] 
Equal variances not assumed    -1.55 38.36 .130 -.616 .399 [-1.423, 0.191] 
Altruistic motivation          
Equal variances assumed 1.12 .294  -.178 57 .860 -.041 .229 [-0.498, 0.417] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.160 24.24 .874 -.041 .254 [-0.565, 0.484] 
Personal challenge          
Equal variances assumed .280 .599  -.514 58 .609 -.220 .427 [-1.075, 0.636] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.502 30.58 .619 -.220 .438 [-1.112, 0.673] 
Student-athlete challenge          
Equal variances assumed .470 .496  -.925 58 .359 -.317 .343 [-1.004, 0.369] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.899 30.28 .376 -.317 .353 [-1.038, -0.403] 
Perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education 
         
Equal variances assumed 2.01 .162  -.258 57 .798 -.050 .193 [-0.435, 0.336] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.228 23.71 .821 -.050 .217 [-0.498, 0.399] 
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coaches (M = 4.95, SD = 1.40), t(58) = -2.42, p = .019.  Because the p value of .019 is lower than 
the specified significance level of p = .05, the null hypothesis is rejected.  As depicted in Tables 
14 and 15, the data provide sufficient evidence to conclude that a significant difference exists 
between full-time and part-time CC coaches’ level of job satisfaction.  The calculated effect size 
is medium or typical (d = .62). 
Table 14 
Comparison of CC Coaches by Full-time or Part-time Coaching Status 	
Variable Status N M SD SE 
Teacher self-ID Full-time 38 5.32 1.82 .39 
 Part-time 22 5.23 2.03 .33 
Job satisfaction Full-time 38 5.71 1.01 .16 
 Part-time 22 4.95 1.40 .30 
Intrinsic motivation Full-time	 37 6.61 .54 .12 
 Part-time 22 6.61 .62 .10 
Extrinsic motivation Full-time 37 2.90 1.55 .33 
 Part-time 22 2.38 1.57 .25 
Altruistic motivation Full-time 37 6.39 .88 .14 
 Part-time 22 6.52 .63 .13 
Personal challenge Full-time 38 4.18 1.42 .23 
 Part-time 22 4.91 1.57 .34 
Student-athlete challenge Full-time 38 2.93 1.24 .20 
 Part-time 22 2.82 1.21 .26 
Perceived impact on student- 
athletes’ education 
Full-time 37 5.87 .61 .10 
Part-time 22 5.68 .75 .16 
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Table 15 
T-Test Results Comparing CC Coaches by Full-time or Part-time Coaching Status 
 
CC Coaches with Extra Jobs and CC Coaches without Extra Jobs 
 An independent samples t-test was conducted to compare CC coaches with extra job(s) and 
CC coaches without extra job(s) on their responses to the eight variables of interest (Table 16).  
 
Levene’s test for 
equality of 
variances 
 
t-Test for equality of means 
Variable F Sig. 
 
t df 
Sig 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
diff. 
SE 
diff. 95% CI 
Teacher self-ID          
   Equal variances assumed .533 .468  -.169 58 .866 -.089 .524 [-1.138, 0.961] 
   Equal variances not assumed    -.174 47.90 .863 -.089 .509 [-1.113, 0.936] 
Job satisfaction          
   Equal variances assumed 3.68 .060  -2.42 58 .019 -.756 .312 [-1.381, -0.131] 
   Equal variances not assumed    -2.22 33.91 .033 -.756 .340 [-1.447, -0.065] 
Intrinsic motivation          
   Equal variances assumed .187 .667  .035 57 .972 .006 .159 [-0.312, 0.323] 
   Equal variances not assumed    .036 49.10 .971 .006 .153 [-0.302, 0.313] 
Extrinsic motivation          
Equal variances assumed .568 .454  -1.25 57 .216 -.524 .418 [-1.361, 0.314] 
Equal variances not assumed    -1.25 43.78 .219 -.524 .420 [-1.37, 0.323] 
Altruistic motivation          
Equal variances assumed .993 .323  .613 57 .542 .131 .213 [-0.296, 0.558] 
Equal variances not assumed    .667 54.90 .508 .131 .196 [-0.263, 0.524] 
Personal challenge          
Equal variances assumed .327 .569  1.83 58 .072 .725 .396 [-0.068, 1.517] 
Equal variances not assumed    1.78 40.36 .082 .725 .407 [-0.098, 1.547] 
Student-athlete challenge          
Equal variances assumed .000 .996  -.340 58 .735 -.112 .328 [-0.769, 0.545] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.342 44.83 .734 -.112 .326 [-0.769, 0.545] 
Perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education 
         
Equal variances assumed 2.29 .136  -1.06 57 .296 -.188 .179 [-0.546, 0.169] 
Equal variances not assumed    -1.00 37.67 .322 -.188 .188 [-0.569, 0.192] 
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Extra jobs were performed not only on the campus of the institution at which they coach, but also 
include those off-campus jobs the coaches hold.   
 A statistically significant difference existed in the level of job satisfaction of CC coaches 
with extra jobs(s) (M = 6.37, SD = .81) and CC coaches without extra job(s) (M = 7.0, SD = .00), 
t(58) = 2.40, p = .020.  Because the p value of .020 is lower than the specified significance level 
of p = .05, the null hypothesis is rejected.  As depicted in Tables 16 and 17, the data provide 
sufficient evidence to conclude that a significant difference exists between CC coaches with and 
without extra job(s) on their level of job satisfaction.  The calculated effect size is much larger 
than typical (d = 1.11). 
 A statistically significant difference was also found in the level of altruistic motivation 
(mentoring) of CC coaches with extra jobs(s) (M = 5.30, SD = 1.20) and CC coaches without 
extra job(s) (M = 6.43, SD = .79), t(51) = 5.64, p = .000.  Because the p value of .000 is lower 
than the specified significance level of p = .05, the null hypothesis is rejected.  As depicted in 
Tables 16 and 17, the data provide sufficient evidence to conclude that a significant difference 
exists between CC coaches with and without extra job(s) on their level of altruistic motivation 
(mentoring).  The calculated effect size is much larger than typical (d = 1.14). 
Table 16 
Comparison of CC Coaches by Extra Job(s) or Without Extra Job(s)	
Variable Status N M SD SE 
Teacher self-ID Extra job(s) 53 5.28 1.96 .27 
 No extra job(s) 7 5.29 1.98 .75 
Job satisfaction Extra job(s) 53 5.30 1.20 .17 
 No extra job(s) 7 6.43 .79 .30 
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Table 16 (Continued) 
 
Variable Status	 N M SD SE 
Intrinsic motivation Extra job(s) 52 6.59 .59 .08 
 No extra job(s) 7 6.75 .56 .21 
Extrinsic motivation Extra job(s) 52 2.72 1.58 .22 
 No extra job(s) 7 2.57 1.57 .59 
Altruistic motivation Extra job(s) 52 6.37 .81 .11 
 No extra job(s) 7 7.00 .00 .00 
Personal challenge Extra job(s) 53 4.57 1.45 .20 
 No extra job(s) 7 3.57 1.76 .67 
Student-athlete challenge Extra job(s) 53 2.84 1.15 .16 
 No extra job(s) 7 3.24 1.70 .64 
Perceived impact on student- Extra job(s) 52 5.76 .68 .09 
athletes’ education No extra job(s) 7 6.11 .52 .19 
 
Table 17 
T-Test	Results	Comparing	CC	Coaches	by	Status	of	Having	Extra	Job(s)	or	No	Extra	Job(s) 
 
 
 Levene’s test for 
equality of 
variances 
 
                         t-Test for equality of means     
Variable F Sig. 
 
t df 
Sig 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
diff. 
SE 
diff. 95% CI 
Teacher self-ID          
Equal variances assumed .084 .773  .003 58 .997 .003 .787 [-1.573, 1.578] 
Equal variances not assumed    .003 7.64 .997 .003 .794 [-1.843, 1.848] 
Job satisfaction          
Equal variances assumed 1.46 .231  2.40 58 .020 1.13 .469 [0.188, 2.065] 
Equal variances not assumed    3.31 10.16 .008 1.13 .340 [0.370, 1.883] 
Intrinsic motivation          
Equal variances assumed .539 .466  .672 57 .505 .159 .236 [-0.314, 0.632] 
Equal variances not assumed    .700 7.91 .504 .159 .227 [-0.365, 0.682] 
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Table 17 (Continued) 
 
 
 It is likely that the t-Test results for the Part-time/Full-time comparisons and the Extra 
Jobs/No Extra Jobs comparisons are related.  Those coaches who are part-time coaches are the 
ones who have the extra jobs outside of coaching.  Referring to the descriptive table of coaches’ 
job characteristics (Table 8), most of these CC coaches (88% of the survey respondents) have 
extra jobs, and this matches up with the 10% of CC coaches who indicated that coaching 
provides the primary source of their income. 
These descriptive statistics and the t-Test results for the Part-time/Full-time and Extra 
Jobs/No Extra Jobs confirm what the interview participants said were some of the most impactful 
aspects on their levels of job satisfaction.  The interview participants (six of the seven) 
consistently noted that they would be happier in their job if they could just focus on their 
 
Levene’s test for 
equality of 
variances 
 
t-Test for equality of means 
Variable F Sig. 
 
t df 
Sig 
(2-tailed) 
Mean 
diff. 
SE 
diff. 95% CI 
Extrinsic motivation          
Equal variances assumed .154 .696  -.236 57 .814 -.150 .634 [-1.419, 1.120] 
Equal variances not assumed    -.237 7.73 .819 -.150 .631 [-1.614, 1.314] 
Altruistic motivation          
Equal variances assumed 10.56 .002  2.05 57 .045 .635 .309 [0.016,1.253] 
Equal variances not assumed    5.64 51.00 .000 .635 .112 [0.409, 0.860] 
Personal challenge          
Equal variances assumed .342 .561  -1.67 58 .101 -.995 .597 [-2.190, 0.201] 
Equal variances not assumed    -1.43 7.12 .195 -.995 .695 [-2.632, 0.643] 
Student-athlete challenge          
Equal variances assumed 1.83 .182  .806 58 .424 .395 .491 [-0.587, 1.377] 
Equal variances not assumed    .599 6.75 .569 .395 .660 [-1.178, 1.969] 
Perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education 
         
Equal variances assumed .362 .550  1.34 57 .185 .357 .266 [-0.175, 0.889] 
Equal variances not assumed    1.65 9.04 .133 .357 .216 [-0.131, 0.844] 
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coaching without having to work in the other roles they had on campus, noting the amount of 
hours necessary to perform all their roles especially in addition to coaching duties.  Roland, a 
mid-career head baseball coach, provides an example: 
…the challenges, the multiple things I got to do here if I want to coach, it does affect 
your personal life at times.  It does get stressful, it does wear you down… We all have 
challenges we hit head on… there’s not a lot of down time.  And just as my players 
expect the most out of me as their coach, my wife, and my two sons expect the most out 
of me as a husband and father, and rightly so. 
Only one of the coaches (Beth, a late-career head volleyball coach) mentioned that she 
liked working in her other roles and is not necessarily negatively impacted by having to work in 
multiple roles and positions.  Beth illuminates, 
…juggling my roles on campus might get hard, especially certain times a year, my
 academic advising job makes me the coach that I am.  I think advising helps me get to
 know the girls even better and helps me understand what is affecting them off the
 court…” 
 However, Beth no longer has dependent children living in her home, so this might impact 
her responses to these types of questions.  By contrast, all the other interview participants either 
had dependents living in their homes or they were thinking about starting families with their 
partners or significant others.  As Beth demonstrated in her interview data, it is possible that 
coaches late in their careers or more senior/mature in age will provide information based on their 
current personal and professional positionalities.  This is also reflected in some of the late career 
coaches’ and senior aged and moderately senior aged coaches’ ANOVA results that follow.  
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CC Coaches of Different Career Levels 
 
 A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to compare the survey responses of CC coaches 
at different career levels (early, mid, and late).  Early career coaches are those with up to nine 
years of coaching experience.  Mid-career coaches are those with 10 to 20 years of coaching 
experience, and late-career coaches are those with 21 or more years of coaching experience.  The 
one-way ANOVA test revealed statistically significant differences among the CC coaches of 
different career levels on teacher self-identification, altruistic motivation, and personal challenge. 
 Career level (number of years coaching) had a statistically significant impact on teacher 
self-identification at the p < .05 significance level for the three levels, F(2, 57) = 6.93, p = .002.  
As shown in Table 19, the post hoc comparisons using Games-Howell post hoc criterion for 
significance indicated that the mean score for late-career CC coaches (M = 6.50, SD = .73) was 
significantly different from that of the early career CC coaches (M = 4.26, SD = 2.28) and the 
mid-career CC coaches (M = 5.28, SD = 1.79).  The results are shown in Tables 18 and 19. 
 Career level (number of years coaching) also had a statistically significant impact on 
altruistic motivation at the p < .05 significance level for the three levels, F(2, 56) = 3.77, p = 
.029.  As shown in Table 21, the post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD post hoc criterion for 
significance indicated that the mean score for late-career CC coaches (M = 6.00, SD = 1.05) was 
significantly different (lower) from that of the mid-career CC coaches (M = 6.62, SD = .56).  The 
results are shown in Tables 18 and 20. 
 Lastly, career level (number of years coaching) had a statistically significant impact on 
personal challenge at the p < .05 significance level for the three levels, F(2, 56) = 5.57, p = .006.  
As shown in Table 21, the post hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD post hoc criterion for 
significance indicated that the mean score for late-career CC coaches (M = 3.54, SD = 1.56) was 
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significantly different (lower) from that of the mid-career CC coaches (M = 5.04, SD = 1.43).  
The results are shown in Tables 18 and 21. 
Table 18	
One-Way ANOVA Results for Teacher Self-ID, Job Satisfaction, Motivations, Challenges,  
and Perceived Impact on Student-athletes’ Education by Coaching Career Levels 
 
Variable & source 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
square F Sig. 
Teacher self-ID      
   Between groups 43.459 2 21.73 6.93 .002 
   Within groups 178.724 57 3.136   
   Total 222.183 59    
Job satisfaction      
   Between groups .619 2 .309 .205 .815 
   Within groups 86.114 57 1.511   
   Total 86.733 59    
Intrinsic motivation      
   Between groups .358 2 .179 .515 .600 
   Within groups 19.426 56 .347   
   Total 19.784 58    
Extrinsic motivation      
   Between groups 4.539 2 2.270 .928 .401 
   Within groups 136.895 56 2.445   
   Total 141.434 58    
Altruistic motivation      
   Between groups 4.277 2 2.139 3.770 .029 
   Within groups 31.765 56 .567   
   Total 36.042 58    
Personal challenge      
   Between groups 21.906 2 10.953 5.572 .006 
   Within groups 112.055 57 1.966   
   Total 133.961 59    
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Table 18 (Continued) 
 
Variable & source 
Sum of 
Squares df 
Mean 
square F Sig. 
Student-athlete challenge      
   Between groups 3.483 2 1.741 1.185 .313 
   Within groups 83.777 57 1.470   
   Total 87.259 59    
Educational impact      
   Between groups .302 2 .151 .335 .717 
   Within groups 25.298 56 .452   
   Total 25.600 58    
 
Table 19	
Games-Howell Post Hoc Test Results for Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable Teacher 
self-ID by Coaches’ Career Levels (early, mid, and late) 
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Early Mid -1.017 .634 .258 [-2.52, 0.54]  
 Late -2.237** .554 .002 [-3.63, -0.85] 1.32 
Mid Early 1.017 .634 .258 [-0.54, 2.57]  
 Late -1.220* .402 .012 [-2.20, -0.24] .89 
Late Early 2.237** .554 .002 [0.85, 3.63] 1.32 
 Mid 1.220* .402 .012 [0.24, 2.20] .89 
*p < .05 
**p < .005 
 
Table 20 
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test Results for Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable Altruistic 
Motivation by Coaches’ Career Levels (early, mid, and late) 
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Early Mid -.037 .233 .986 [-0.60, 0.52]  
 Late .583 .259 .071 [-0.04, 1.21]  
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Table 20 (Continued) 
 
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Mid Early .037 .233 .986 [-0.52, 0.60] 
 
 Late .620* .241 .034 [0.04, 1.20] .74 
Late Early -.583 .259 .071 [-1.21, 0.04]  
 Mid -.620* .241 .034 [-1.20, -0.04] .74 
*p < .05 
 
Table 21 
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test Results for Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable Personal 
Challenge by Coaches’ Career Levels (early, mid, and late) 
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Early Mid -.601 .427 .343 [-0.60, 0.52]  
 Late .897 .476 .152 [-0.04, 1.21]  
Mid Early .601 .427 .343 [-0.52, 0.60]  
 Late 1.498* .449 .004 [0.04, 1.20] 1.0 
Late Early -.897 .476 .152 [-1.21, 0.04]  
 Mid -1.498* .449 .004 [-1.20, -0.04] 1.0 
*p < .005 
 
CC Coaches of Different Age Levels 
A one-way ANOVA test was conducted to compare the survey responses of CC coaches 
of different age levels (young, moderately young, mid-age, moderately senior, and senior).  
Young coaches are those from age 23 to 30, moderately young from age 31 to 39, mid-age from 
age 40 to 50, moderately senior from age 51 to 61 and senior are those from age 62 and older.  
The one-way ANOVA test revealed statistically significant differences among the CC coaches of 
different age levels on personal challenge reported. 
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 Age level had a statistically significant impact on personal challenge at the p < .05 
significance level for the five levels, F(4, 55) = 5.80, p = .001.  As shown in Table 23, the post 
hoc comparisons using Tukey HSD post hoc criterion for significance indicated that the mean 
score for senior aged CC coaches (M = 1.50, SD = .24) was significantly different from that of 
the young CC coaches (M = 4.44, SD = 1.37), moderately young CC coaches (M = 4.67, SD = 
1.46) and the mid-age CC coaches (M = 5.33, SD = .95).  Additionally, mid-age CC Coaches 
significantly differed from moderately senior CC coaches (M = 3.33, SD = 1.33).  The complete 
ANOVA results are shown in Tables 22 and 23. 
Table 22 
One-Way ANOVA Results for Teacher Self-ID, Job Satisfaction, Motivations, Challenges,  
and Perceived Impact on Student-athletes’ Education by Age Levels (Young, Moderately young, 
Mid-age, Moderately senior, Senior) 
Variable & source Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
square F Sig. 
Teacher self-ID      
   Between groups 30.893 4 7.723 2.22 .079 
   Within groups 191.291 55 3.478   
   Total 222.183 59    
Job satisfaction      
   Between groups 8.035 4 2.009 1.404 .245 
   Within groups 78.698 55 1.431   
   Total 86.733 59    
Intrinsic motivation      
   Between groups .172 4 .043 .119 .975 
   Within groups 19.612 54 .363   
   Total 19.784 58    
Extrinsic motivation      
   Between groups 6.018 4 1.504 .600 .664 
   Within groups 135.417 54 2.508   
   Total 141.434 58    
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Table 22 (Continued) 
 
Variable & source Sum of Squares df 
Mean 
square F Sig. 
Altruistic motivation      
   Between groups 5.407 4 1.352 2.383 .063 
   Within groups 30.635 54 .567   
   Total 36.042 58    
Personal challenge      
   Between groups 39.757 4 9.939 5.803 .001 
   Within groups 94.204 55 1.713   
   Total 133.961 59    
Student-athlete challenge      
   Between groups 11.389 4 2.847 2.064 .098 
   Within groups 75.871 55 1.379   
   Total 87.259 59    
Perceived impact on student-
athletes’ education 
     
   Between groups 1.012 4 .253 .556 .696 
   Within groups 24.588 54 .455   
   Total 25.600 58    
  
 
Table 23 
Tukey HSD Post Hoc Test Results for Multiple Comparisons: Dependent Variable Personal 
Challenge by Coaches’ Age Levels  
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Young Mod. young -.222 .442 .987 [-1.47, 1.03]  
 Mid-age -.889 .496 .388 [-2.29, 0.51]  
 Mod. senior 1.111 .552 .273 [-0.45, 2.67]  
 Senior 2.944* .985 .033 [0.17, 5.72] 2.99 
Mod. young Young .222 .442 .987 [-1.03, 1.47]  
 Mid-age -.667 .462 .603 [-1.97, 0.64]  
 Mod. senior 1.333 .521 .093 [-0.14, 2.80]  
 Senior 3.167* .968 .015 [0.44, 5.90] 3.03 
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Table 23 (Continued) 
 
Career level 
(I) 
Career level 
(J) 
Mean diff. 
(I-J) 
Standard 
error p 95% CI d 
Mid-age Young .889 .496 .388 [-0.51, 2.29]  
 Mod. young .667 .462 .603 [-0.64, 1.97]  
 Mod. senior 2.000* .568 .007 [0.40, 3.60] 1.73 
 Senior 3.833** .994 .003 [1.03, 6.64] 5.52 
Mod-senior Young -1.111 .552 .273 [-2.67, 0.45]  
 Mod. young -1.333 .521 .093 [-2.80, 0.14]  
 Mid-age -2.000* .568 .007 [-3.60, -0.40] 1.73 
 Senior 1.833 1.023 .389 [-1.05, 4.72]  
Senior Young -2.944* .985 .033 [-5.72, -0.17] 2.99 
 Mod. young -3.167* .968 .015 [-5.90, -0.44] 3.03 
 Mid-age -3.833** .994 .003 [-6.64, -1.03] 5.52 
 Mod. senior -1.833 1.023 .389 [-4.72, 1.05]  
*p < .05 
**p < .005 
 
 
CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III Coaches  
No statistically significant differences found for any of the variables of interest among 
coaches of the three levels of competition (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III) who completed the 
same survey.  It appears the coaches from these three levels are similar in their profile 
characteristics.  This result confirms the investigator’s methods for including these other small 
school coaches into the exploratory factor analyses and regression modeling in order to enhance 
these methods and confirm alignment with the theoretical concept and previous literature.  
Research Question 3 
 Research question 3 is:  Do the coaches’ reported motivations to coach and types of 
challenges encountered predict whether the coaches’ report being satisfied in their coaching 
jobs?   
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The logistic regression revealed that in Block 1 being a CC coach did not predict whether 
the coaches reported being satisfied in their job.  Likewise, being a full-time coach and being a 
coach without an extra job did not predict job satisfaction.  When the challenge constructs were 
introduced into the model in Block 2, personal challenge immediately becomes a statistically 
significant predictor of the coaches’ job satisfaction.  In Block 3, none of the three motivation 
constructs were able to predict job satisfaction, although, intrinsic motivation came closest.  
Comparing the -2 log likelihood in the blocks shows how well the data fit the model as variables 
are entered into the model.  The log likelihood value for Block 1 was 198.12, for Block 2 it was 
167.48, and for Block 3 it was 158.29.  The decreasing log likelihood values indicate that the 
model becomes better fitting from Block 1 to Block 2 to Block 3. 
The overall logistic regression model with the six predictor variables is statistically 
significant in predicting whether the coaches report being satisfied with their job, χ2 = 41.51, df 
= 8, N = 239, p < .001.  11% of the dissatisfied coaches (n = 35) were predicted correctly, while 
98% of the satisfied coaches (n = 204) were predicted correctly.  Overall, 85% were predicted 
correctly.  Table 24 presents the odds ratios, which suggests that the odds of being satisfied on 
the job improve by 2.77 for each unit improvement in the coaches' ability to handle personal 
challenge.  As seen in the third block, intrinsic motivation would likely become a statistically 
significant predictor with a larger sample size, as would being a CC coach.  Being a full-time 
coach or a coach without extra jobs did not predict whether the coach would indicate his or her 
satisfaction with the job. 
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Table 24 
Summary of Logistic Regression Analysis for Predicting Job Satisfaction (n=239) 
Variable β S. E. p Odds ratio 95% CI 
Block 1      
  Constant 1.87 .20 .000 6.50  
  CC/No CC -.40 .40 .320 .67 [0.31, 1.47] 
   Extra Job/No extra job .26 .50 .601 1.30 [.49, 3.44] 
   FT/PT -.004 .42 .99 1.00 [.44, 2.28] 
Block 2      
  Constant -1.04 .89 .242 .35  
  CC/No CC -.63 .44 .150 .53 [0.23, 1.26] 
   Extra Job/No extra job -.08 .55 .89 .93 [.32, 2.72] 
   FT/PT -.24 .47 .61 .79 [.31, 1.98] 
  Personal challenge .94 .20 .000 2.55 [1.71, 3.79] 
  Student-athlete challenge .10 .20 .610 1.11 [0.75, 1.63] 
Block 3      
  Constant -4.85 3.14 .12 .008  
  CC/No CC -.82 .46 .077 .44 [0.18, 1.09] 
   Extra Job/No extra job -.08 .57 .89 .93 [.30, 2.83] 
   FT/PT -.30 .50 .55 .74 [.28, 1.97] 
  Personal challenge 1.02 .22 .000 2.77 [1.79, 4.29] 
  Student-athlete challenge .28 .22 .205 1.32 [0.86, 2.04] 
  Intrinsic motivation .68 .37 .068 1.97 [0.95, 4.09] 
  Altruistic motivation .36 .28 .201 1.43 [0.83, 2.46] 
  Extrinsic motivation -.13 .15 .374 .88 [0.65, 1.17] 
χ2 = 41.51, df = 8, N = 239, p < .001 
 
 This study’s seven interview participants essentially corroborate the logistic regression 
results showing that personal challenges and intrinsic motivations being the strongest predictors 
of the coaches’ job satisfaction.  All seven interviewees expressed varying levels of difficulty 
handling the time demands of having multiple jobs at their colleges in addition to their coaching 
duties, and the potential negative impacts this has on their personal or family lives.  However, 
each of the interview participants recognized the importance of their coaching roles in the lives 
of young student-athletes.  Their passion to be a part of molding young people through coaching 
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a sport they love effectively countered the potential hardships they experienced from a lack of 
personal time or family time.  Chloe states, “…Yes it can be difficult or stressful…I’d like to 
have more leisure time…But, I love working with these girls.  I love being an important part of 
their lives.”  This is related to data answering research question 4, which seeks the ways these 
seven CC coaches handle the challenges they encounter and persist within the coaching 
profession. 
Research Question 4 
Research question 4 is:  How do these CC coaches deal with the challenges associated 
with their multiple roles and ultimately persist in their profession?  Even though this research 
question is addressed by data from the seven semi-structured interviews, it would be helpful to 
refer to some of the quantitative results, such as the challenges descriptive table (Table 10) on 
page 108.  In addition, the logistic regression model, run to examine potential relationships 
among the EFA-derived motivation and challenge constructs, showed that a the better a coach 
was able to handle personal challenge, the more likely he or she would indicate being satisfied in 
the job. 
  The interview participants offered valuable insight into how they handle encountered 
challenges related to their coaching jobs.  Six of the seven interview participants admitted 
dealing with some form of role conflict that having multiple roles on their campuses presented 
challenges to being able to perform their jobs to the best of their abilities.  These coaches are 
focused people used to working extremely hard in order to achieve their goals.  They tend to be 
hardest on themselves if they fall short of set goals, and few are satisfied with an attitude of "job 
is done good enough."  However, several of the interviewees lamented that they have had to take 
the approach of rationing their energy and focus throughout their daily work routines so that they 
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would not be burnt out before giving their attention to their student-athletes and athletic squads.  
All seven subjects had extra job(s) on their campus in addition to their coaching responsibilities.  
Four of the interviewed coaches have had additional part-time jobs off-campus.  
From a financial perspective, their coaching jobs are considered the “extra job,” as it 
provides supplemental income to their “main” job on campus.  However, all seven interviewees 
stated that the reason they pursued the job(s) they currently hold was for the opportunity to 
coach.  Bren states, “While I love teaching and my faculty position is my main job, coaching is 
what gets me up in the morning, keeps me going through the day, and fills my passion bucket.”   
 Just as Bren mentioned a love for his teaching position, not one of the other coaches 
showed any signs of disliking their other extra-coaching jobs when viewing these jobs and 
positions strictly by themselves.  Beth was the only coach who did not say her multiple positions 
prevented her from being able to fully perform her responsibilities at her best.  She argued that 
her academic advising helped her be a better coach and vice versa.  Instead of 
compartmentalizing her jobs, she has found ways to meld them together so they complement 
each other.  This is likely easier to do since her student-athletes she coaches are also her 
academic advisees, so connections are more apparent and lines are more easily blurred.  Beth is 
also a late-career coach with ample experience as both a coach and academic advisor, so she may 
have figured out an approach or philosophy that works for her.  Bren, also a late-career coach, 
was able to express and appreciate the connections between his coaching and his teaching.  It 
seems that those coaches who have campus jobs that either do not directly involve their student-
athletes and/or are less experienced are those who compartmentalize and separate their multiple 
roles in efforts to figure out the best way to perform their roles.  For Kit, it involved a constant 
switching of hats: 
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There were times I was doing four or five different things on campus just to make ends 
meet… coaching two sports, working in student activities, maintenance, and supervising 
a recreation facility… the constant switching of the hats took a lot of energy, switching 
that focus multiple times a day… I remember goofing up a couple times because 
essentially I forgot to switch the hat, and I’d have an oh shit moment that would kind of 
jar me into that next role, that next hat… Nothing really major, just a little frustrating. 
The challenge of handling multiple roles related not only to the coaches' professional 
roles but also to the multiple personal roles they perform – both with their student-athletes and 
their families.  Regarding the multiple roles these coaches play with their student-athletes, Bren 
explained that "…you're with them all the time. You're their coach, advisor even their surrogate 
father."  Listening to the coaches, it seems all enjoyed filling multiple personal roles for their 
student-athletes.  Myra offered, 
I don’t think a lot about all the different roles, maybe because I don’t feel I have a lot of 
time to think about it.  I know I actually enjoy having a lot of roles that the girls can 
count on.  I like being obviously their coach, but also their counselor, confidant, even 
therapist, maybe not a parent, but maybe a big sister or aunt when they need… I guess it 
comes down to being who the individual needs at a particular point in time. 
Regarding the personal role conflict relating to the coaches' families, six of the seven 
interviewees expressed significant stress in fulfilling their family obligations due to the time 
demands of their multiple jobs.  Roland described it as "trying to juggle eight balls while running 
a race in multiple lanes."  The difficulty in juggling roles in one lane seemed to sap their energy 
and focus needed to juggle roles in another lane.  Chloe admits to having a sometimes strained 
relationship with her boyfriend due to her jobs' time demands, saying, "There are times we don't 
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see each other for days during the day-time.  And I feel so guilty sometimes, because we're here 
for me, for this job, because I want to coach, and he followed me here." 
Another early-career female coach, Myra, also expresses concern with adequately 
performing her family roles if she were to maintain her current type of work schedule.  Although 
she says her husband is currently supportive of her career, because he understands her coaching 
passion and love of her job, Myra questions how much longer she can keep up what she calls 
“the daily grind.”  She stated, 
I’ve always enjoyed all my roles and responsibilities here on campus, and I would love to 
continue both coaching and advising, but I question how long I can maintain the amount 
of hours especially when I’m ready to have kids… The time demands and multiple 
positions is probably the biggest reason I’d consider a job change.  It would be ideal if I 
could focus more on just coaching… 
While the early and mid-career coaches continue to struggle with juggling their multiple 
roles on campus and at home, two late-career interviewees seem to have made divergent choices 
about how to deal with time demands associated with their roles.  Bren, around the time of his 
interview, decided to step away from his coaching and just focus his professional energies on his 
teaching as a full-time faculty member.  The time spent away from his family was too great a 
price to pay for his running a successful athletic program.  He told a story of what was the final 
straw in his decision.  “My son was playing Little League and he calls me and tells me, ‘Dad, I 
almost hit one out of the park!’ and he was so excited, and it just tore me up, because I thought 
I’m going to miss his first one.  And I don’t want to miss that first one.”  Bren went on, 
I needed to be with my family more.  I have children, and just the schedule you have to 
live by, to try to put a championship caliber team on the field, it just became too great.  I 
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wasn't ready to get out of coaching.  I could've coached this team for the next 30 years.  
But, I just needed to do this for my own children and for myself – I was just missing way 
too much.  It's just become so hard to balance…  To be at the highest level, coaching is a 
24/7 job.  And my sport is pretty much year-round nowadays. 
 Grant believes most coaches understand the high time demands associated with coaching, 
especially if the coach wants to run a program that wins more than loses and contends for 
championships.  He says, “you can only do so much with the amount of hours in a day, so as 
long as you understand your limitations and what you’re willing to pay for success, and you have 
support at home, it’s possible to find work-family balance you’re satisfied with.” 
Speaking with every interviewee, it is apparent that their passion for coaching sustains them 
during difficult times juggling their multiple roles.  In what ways do they combat these 
challenges, remain resilient in the coaching profession, and keep their passion buckets from 
being emptied?  Chloe states, “Maybe the biggest reason I love coaching is because I have a 
passion to mold young people.”  Roland loves not just coaching, but coaching at a community 
college.  He explains, 
Bringing in a new group of guys every year and molding and shaping them, that’s why I 
stay in this, that’s what drives me and my coaching on a daily basis… I recognize that at 
this level, at the JUCO level, these kids probably need me, need a mentor even more than 
those at a four-year.  The kids we get here have all sorts of issues, and I’m not saying 
they don’t have issues at the four-years, but especially academically, these kids need us, 
need this college, and need me. 
The other late-career coach, Beth, openly embraces the potential challenges related to 
performing multiple roles.  She stated that her husband was an essential partner in her coaching 
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job, usually becoming "the girls' volleyball dad."  It seems that a key to Beth remaining resilient 
in the coaching profession and maintaining passionate for it was her family's active involvement 
in her volleyball program.  Not only was her husband active in the program, but she also had her 
children and now her grandchildren participate in practices helping with shagging balls and 
maintaining players' water bottles.  Roland, a mid-career baseball coach, also tries to regularly 
engage his spouse and children in his team's activities and also tries to integrate his student-
athletes into family functions, saying, 
…our schedule is pretty crazy, my baseball schedule and my family schedule… Running 
a successful program definitely means there are challenges on family life off the field.  
To be able to balance family, and like my wife always says I’ve got like 30 plus other 
boys I gotta look after for nine months a year that are a part of our family.  I think that’s 
how we embrace it… We look at my players as another part of our family.  And from the 
other way, I bring my family onto the field, instead of just separating my coaching life 
and family life.  I think that’s the only way we could pull it off. 
 Myra, an early career women’s basketball coach with no children yet, referred to her 
husband as her “home team.”  While she did not specifically mention her husband being actively 
involved in her coaching or her team’s activities, Myra emphasized that she made sure they had a 
discussion early in their relationship about the potential ramifications her coaching career could 
have on a personal life.  She states, 
Because of my crazy hours, early mornings, late nights, I don’t go out with my husband 
as much as we’d like… But, he’s so supportive and understanding… Having a great team 
at home is so important.  I don’t think I’d be able to be successful here if I didn’t have a 
successful relationship with a partner who gets me and gets how I feel about my job… 
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And I don’t think we could have a successful partnership at home without being open.  I 
made sure he understood early on what college coaching looked like for some families. 
If she eventually has children, it would be interesting to interview Myra later in her 
coaching career, as she is the interviewee who expressed concern about being able to have proper 
work-life balance with children in her life.  Most of this concern was related to her personal 
ability to strike appropriate work-life balance.  From an institutional perspective, Myra believes 
that her college is very supportive of parents and that the family-oriented atmosphere on her 
campus would be actively helpful. 
  Myra, Beth, and Chloe all had mentioned seeing female coaching role models 
successfully balancing their work and family.  These role models gave them hope that they also 
could be successful and gave them the courage to pursue both professional and family goals.  
Paying it forward, all seven of these coaches aim to positively influence the student-athletes they 
coach as they were positively influenced.  This willingness to mentor and to give back to the 
community is a strong motivation for them to remain in the coaching profession.  Beth says, "It's 
a gift, to build up these young people and help them become leaders of the community…"  
Similarly, both Chloe and Myra are driven to coach because of a desire to mold or shape young 
student-athletes.  Chloe states, "Maybe the biggest reason I love coaching is because I have a 
passion to mold young people."  Roland loves not just coaching, but coaching at a community 
college.  He explains,  
Bringing in a new group of guys every year and molding and shaping them, that’s why I 
stay in this, that’s what drives me and my coaching on a daily basis… I recognize that at 
this level, at the JUCO level, these kids probably need me, need a mentor even more than 
those at a four-year.  The kids we get here have all sorts of issues, and I’m not saying 
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they don’t have issues at the four-years, but especially academically, these kids need us, 
need this college, and need me. 
Grant also distinguishes between coaching at the two-year and four-year institutions.  
Specifically, he cites the opportunity to mentor a greater number of student-athletes and to have a 
direct impact helping them improve their lives as reasons he loves to coach at the community 
college level versus a four-year school.  Grant elucidates, 
I’ve coached at a four-year, a D-II basketball program, so I feel comfortable saying I can 
have a greater impact here at this community college… not only with helping kids who 
really need it and who don’t have the resources that would be available at a four-year, but 
also, and I think this is important, the nature of a JUCO athletic program… As a coach, I 
get a chance to impact a lot more student-athletes compared to a four-year coach… Think 
about it, at a four-year, we bring in maybe three to five new players per year; however, at 
a two-year college, we bring in six to nine new players a year.  So, if you compare two 
coaches, one at a two-year, the other at a four-year, and they coach the same number of 
years, the JUCO coach has literally double the number of student-athletes he can impact 
and try to help them improve their lives… That’s a big deal to me and is why I do what I 
do and can’t see myself not coaching here. 
 Coaches in this study remain resilient in their coaching profession through two primary 
methods.  First, it seems that those coaches who are able to effectively engage their families with 
their coaching are able to ameliorate the time demands that can disrupt a healthy work-life 
balance.  Second, the coaches' abilities to focus on what motivates them to coach and why they 
are passionate about coaching sustains them through the struggles of handling the challenges 
they encounter in performing multiple roles.    
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Research Question 5 
 Research question 5 is:  In what ways do these CC coaches believe they influence their 
student-athletes’ educational experiences and outcomes?  The means and standard deviations of 
the coaches’ survey responses to what kind of impact they have on various aspects of their 
student-athletes’ educations are presented in Table 25.    In general, the table reveals similar 
descriptive means and standard deviations for the four items, which are measured on a seven-
point Likert scale, with one representing “very negative impact” and seven representing “very 
positive impact.”   
All three levels of coaches (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III) report the least amount of 
impact on the student-athletes choosing a major.  Although, the means approach a five on the 
seven-point Likert scale, which represents “somewhat positive impact” for this particular aspect.  
CC coaches feel they have the most positive impact on their student-athletes earning a degree 
with a mean of 6.05.  This is closely followed by a mean of 5.85 for impacting academic 
performance and 5.87 for impacting their student-athletes taking leadership roles outside of 
sports.  Similar results are found for the NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches, except that their 
reported most positive impacts were on their student-athletes taking leadership roles outside of 
sports. 
Table 25 
Means (and Standard Deviations) of Items of Educational Impact on Student-Athletes  
for CC (n=60), NAIA (n=76), and NCAA D-III (n=105) Coaches 
Education item CC NAIA NCAA D-III 
Choosing a major 4.93 (.97) 4.86 (.88) 4.63 (.84) 
Academic performance 5.85 (.88) 5.59 (.70) 5.66 (.82) 
Earning a degree 6.05 (.87) 5.71 (.83) 5.83 (.87) 
Taking leadership roles outside of sports 5.87 (.87) 5.91 (.83) 5.94 (.83) 
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 From the seven semi-structured interviews, two main themes developed regarding the 
coaches’ views on how they impact their student-athletes’ educations.  These two themes, direct 
impacts and indirect impacts are explained in the following sections.  It was clear that while they 
all valued developing a successful athletic program, as defined by winning percentages and 
conference and national standings, they all clearly expressed that their student-athletes succeed 
off the field and in the classroom as being even more important.  Kit says, “… that’s what it’s all 
about, that’s why we’re here, to graduate them and get them moving on to bigger and better 
things…” 
Direct Impact on Student-athletes’ Education 
As mentioned in the previous section, the coaches' motivations for coaching helps them 
remain resilient in their coaching profession.  These motivations are heavily weighted on the 
coaches' wanting to have a positive influence on improving young people's lives, as they were 
positively influenced as student-athletes by their own coaches.  An important part of this process 
of improving young people's lives is enhancing their opportunity for higher education, which is a 
critical mission of community colleges.  The interviews with these seven CC coaches highlighted 
both direct and indirect influences the coaches feel they have with their student-athletes' 
educational experiences and outcomes. 
The direct impacts coaches have on their student-athletes relate to three subthemes.  First, 
the coaches using their profile characteristics, such as motivations to coach and their identity 
level as teachers, centers their philosophical approach to trying to enhance their student-athletes' 
education.  The second subtheme relates to the first, in that coaches need to simply care for each 
of his or her student-athletes at a personal level and take individualized approaches to the 
coaching/teaching process.  Third, the coaches emphasized that there need to be systems in place 
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on the squad, in the athletic department, and at the college as a whole to actively engage the 
student-athletes' in their educational processes. 
 All seven of the interviewees described part of their motivation for coaching at the CC 
level was to be an active part of enhancing student-athletes’ educational opportunities.  For 
example, Roland says, 
…Biggest reason I coach is I love watching kids succeed, and being a part of that 
success, on and off the field.  There’s no greater feeling for a coach when a young man 
finally gets it.  It’s such a thrill for me.  And I don’t get wrapped up in wins and losses.  I 
get wrapped up in players’ success, especially if it’s in the classroom… 
  Each of the seven interviewees identified strongly as teachers.  Kit says, "As a teacher, I view 
myself as a molder.  I love molding them into successful athletes, students and people."  Their 
levels of teacher identification were associated with their beliefs that athletics and education are 
intertwined, and this further strengthened their attempts to have a direct impact on their student-
athletes' educational experiences and outcomes.  Beth illuminates,  
I’m teaching every day.  How to be a better volleyball player, a better student, better 
friends, sister, person… I like to think the lessons taught on the court carry over into their 
lives… 
  As a full-time faculty member at his college, Bren admits that he became a teacher only 
because he wanted to coach.  However, he now realizes that he enjoys the classroom almost as 
much as coaching lessons on the field because he feels his influence on young people has 
broadened and deepened.  He says, "I think coaches, including me, are driven to essentially help 
people.  And what better way to help young people, then to improve their education."  Beth, 
Bren, Chloe, Kit, and Myra told stories of how they have personally monitored study sessions 
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and worked with student-athletes for several hours in the evenings on assignments.  Kit:  "I've sat 
four hours helping someone write a paper, proofing it, making sure they understood what they're 
writing and why. It all goes back to being there for them."  
 It is clear that these seven coaches exhibit profile characteristics that are conducive to 
helping student-athletes through their educational processes.  They seemingly take a personal 
interest in being a part of their student-athletes’ educational successes.  Connected to the 
coaches’ motivations to help young people and their strong identities as teachers is the belief that 
they need to ensure that their student-athletes know that they genuinely care about them and their 
education.  Grant says, “You won’t get anywhere and they won’t get anywhere if they don’t feel 
you care for them in a genuine way.”  Bren adds, “Number one, the coach has to just flat-out care 
for each individual he coaches and teaches.”   
Furthermore, coaches need to be willing to take a personalized approach to coaching the 
individual student-athlete through his or her education in the same way they would on the court 
or field.  Roland expounds, 
You have to be able to communicate on different levels or be able to communicate with 
different types of kids… About what you want them to accomplish and how to 
accomplish it…With athletes, not everyone learns the same way – on and off the field… 
I’m a big process guy, not as much a results guy.  I think if you teach the individual how 
to work through the process, the real detailed stuff, in the most effective way for them, 
the results will take care of themselves. 
 Roland mentioned several times in his interview about how he is not the only one who is 
a stickler for focusing on the process for his student-athletes.  This was a philosophy followed by 
his athletic department and his institution.  They have transparent expectations in place and they 
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have a structured systematic process to enhance their student-athletes’ educational experiences 
and outcomes.  In varying ways, each coach talked about how their colleges emphasize their 
student-athletes’ educational success over athletic success.  Bren says, 
When I talk with other coaches at other colleges, and they complain how certain players 
are ineligible, and I’m thinking, well, how do you let them become ineligible?  In all the 
years I’ve been here, I can’t recall one time we’ve had an academically ineligible player, 
and I’m real proud of that.  And I think it’s because, number one, we care about each 
player’s academics as much as their athletics, maybe more.  We have a structure in place 
that is clear and easily understandable by all our incoming players and their families...  
They know exactly what’s expected of them on a daily basis… We have a system of 
regular checks where we always know where our players are at in each class.  And I think 
we do a good job of communicating with their teachers, and they’re not afraid to talk 
with us.  On this campus where everyone knows everyone, we’re all on the same team, 
and it’s easier to emphasize the players’ academic needs. 
 The interviewees also made clear that while having an effective system or structure in 
place is certainly essential to enhancing the student-athletes' educational experiences and 
outcomes, it is the coaches who must facilitate or execute the system.  Coaches must emphasize 
to their student-athletes that they really do care they follow the guidelines and processes 
necessary to achieve academic success.  As soon as the student-athletes sense that they can get 
away with not following the system or if they feel that the coach does not really care for parts of 
the system, there becomes increased probability for the student-athletes to not only become 
academically ineligible to play a sport but also become ineligible to transfer to a four-year school 
to continue their education. 
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Indirect Impact on Student-Athletes’ Education 
According to the interviewees, the indirect impacts coaches have on their student-
athletes' education can potentially involve two sub-themes or domains:  gaining qualities as a 
result of sports participation on their team and the student-athletes observing their coaches as a 
role model.  Student-athletes' sports participation can be closely connected with the systematic 
influences described in the previous section.  Kit believes that 
 …the structure of participating on a sports team indirectly helps the athletes' academics.  
I've seen so many times athletes who quit playing a sport and their grades suffer 
immediately and dramatically because they no longer have that structured schedule or 
built-in motivation in place to drive them.  
All the coaches interviewed agreed that the student-athletes’ participation in collegiate 
sports helped motivate them to do well in the classroom.  While some student-athletes will 
undoubtedly aim to do just well enough in class to stay academically eligible to play sports, 
Chloe says that her team has set so many “academic rules” for themselves that it would be 
“difficult to not get at least a 3.0 GPA.”  Like Chloe, Roland has his teams set their own team 
goals for both athletics and academics along with the processes of achieving smaller objectives 
in order to achieve the larger goals.  Roland specifies, 
I think it means a lot more to them when they set the goals as opposed to me setting the 
goals for them.  They become more accountable to each other.  If they fall short of a goal 
they feel disappointed for letting down their teammates.  This goes for academics as well 
as on the field…  They set their sights on a team GPA and the number of hours they’ll 
spend each night and each week at study tables in order to get to that GPA goal.  If 
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someone misses a class or misses breakfast, the other players are on him a lot faster and 
sometimes more severely than me or my coaches. 
 In addition to accountability to their teammates, the seven interview subjects strongly 
believe that intercollegiate sports participation can enhance other qualities that student-athletes 
can use to enhance their education.  The qualities mentioned include goal-setting, time 
management skills, problem-solving, responsibility, working effectively within groups, 
leadership skills, learning from mistakes, resilience and determination.   
Interviewees mentioned that the fear of disappointing their coaches and their team mates 
is a strong motivator for student-athletes to do well academically.  Furthermore, athletes tend to 
hold their coaches up as role models as they forge bonds strengthened by the amount of time 
they spend together.  Beth, Bren, Chloe, Kit, and Myra shared stories of how they learned some 
of their first life lessons simply by observing their own coaches.  Bren explains, 
As a player, I looked up to my coach like ‘wow, I really like how he approaches 
things…’  And I remember someone saying once that if you want a good life then find 
someone you admire and closely follow them, observe them, listen to them, learn from 
them, become them.  And my coach was one of the best people I knew, so what better 
person to pattern myself after.  That’s when I decided to be a coach… And to do that, I 
realized I needed to do better academically.  I couldn’t see my coach failing at anything, 
so I had to do… not just good enough, but great enough that he’d be proud. 
 The coach-athlete relationship is an important part of student-athletes achieving their 
athletic and academic goals.  From these coaches’ own experiences as student-athletes, it is clear 
that the relationship is powerful enough that the student-athlete simply following the positive 
example that their coach sets can be enough to ignite their desires to do well academically. 
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Summary 
 
In this chapter, presentation of the results and findings of this study were organized by 
research question.  The quantitative and qualitative data converged for findings to be compared 
and contrasted.  The seven interview participants’ responses strongly agreed with the descriptive 
analyses of the motivation variables of interest.  Quantitative and qualitative data show that the 
strongest motivations for CC coaches to coach are for intrinsic and altruistic reasons, and they 
are less motivated for extrinsic reasons.  This is true regarding their initial motivations for 
entering the coaching profession as well as for their current motivations for remaining in the 
coaching professions.  However, those extrinsic reasons (for the pay and benefits) did become 
more important as the coaches advanced in their profession, significantly becoming stronger 
presumably because many of the coaches likely have families to support.  Female CC coaches 
reported statistically significant greater mean levels of altruistic motivation (to mentor student-
athletes) than their male colleagues.  CC coaches without extra jobs outside of coaching reported 
statistically significant greater mean levels of altruistic motivation (to mentor student-athletes) 
than coaches with extra jobs.  Mid-career CC coaches reported statistically significant greater 
mean levels of altruistic motivation than late-career coaches.  Altruistic motivation was the only 
motivation variable to be statistically significantly different among the groups tested.  
Specifically, altruistic motivation refers to the coaches’ desires to mentor young people, and 
female coaches reported higher mean levels of this motivation to coach versus male coaches.  It 
is possible female coaches realize the importance of female student-athletes needing positive 
mentors to a greater degree than males because of the decreasing numbers of female coaches 
coaching intercollegiate athletics. 
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The CC coaches’ interview data on how they impact their student-athletes’ education 
matched that of the descriptive findings from survey responses.  Mean scores for four items 
measuring self-perceived impact on their student-athletes’ educations were around 6.0 (seven-
point Likert scale), which represent “positive impact” on student’s athletes’ educations.  
Theming from the interviews produced two major avenues the coaches feel they positively 
impact their student-athletes’ educations:  direct types of impact and indirect types of impact.  
These viewpoints also seem to closely connect with the interviewees’ profile characteristics of 
motivations to coach and levels of self-perceived teacher identity. 
 The quantitative and qualitative data agreed that the types of challenges that are the most 
concerning for CC coaches are those related to personal and family lives.  While survey 
responses showed means that represented these challenges being almost "somewhat difficult" to 
handle, the interview participants emphasized the difficulty with these challenges in stronger and 
more emphatic terms.  While the student-related challenge variable did not have statistically 
significant difference of means among any of the CC coaching groups, differences in personal-
type challenge were detected.  These differences probably related to family situations and life 
positions of the CC coaches.  For example, late career coaches reported significantly lower 
difficulty levels in dealing with personal challenge than early career and mid career coaches.  
Likewise, senior aged and moderately senior aged coaches reported lower levels of difficulty 
levels in dealing with personal challenges versus young, moderately-young, and mid-age 
coaches.    
Late career CC coaches also identified more strongly as teachers versus early career 
coaches.  The survey responses largely agreed with the interview participants regarding teacher 
self-identity.  80% of the CC survey respondents identified at least “somewhat strongly” as 
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teachers.  The interview all expressed “strong” to “very strong” teacher self-identities.  Their 
responses also seemed to closely connect their teacher self-identities to their self-perceived 
impact on student-athletes’ education as well as to their current motivations to coach. 
It is not surprising that levels of job satisfaction were significantly lower for part-time 
coaches (versus full-time coaches) and for coaches with extra jobs (versus coaches without extra 
jobs).  This finding stands out because there are very high percentages of CC coaches that are 
part-time coaching at their institution and have extra jobs outside of coaching.  Interview data 
corroborated the quantitative results.  All interview participants had multiple jobs outside of 
coaching, and most of them expressed that their level of job satisfaction could be higher if they 
were to be paid as a full-time coach or if they had fewer roles to fill on their campuses.  These 
factors, which definitely relate to their personal challenges of not enough time for family and 
friends, are among the strongest considerations they would give if they had the opportunity to 
change jobs. 
Indeed, a major negative aspect related to the coaches’ multiple institutional positions 
was that they detracted the coaches from being able to put their full time and energy into their 
coaching, which was an already time demanding profession that could have negative impacts on 
the coaches’ family and personal lives.  Integrating their families into their coaching roles and 
relishing their intrinsic and altruistic motivations for coaching helped stem these challenges 
related to role conflicts and time demands. 
Coaching was described by all interviewees as being their true passion.  “Passion” was a 
word used by every coach – passion for their sport, passion for coaching, and passion for helping 
young people achieve their goals.  In addition, each coach used a variant of the word, “mold” as 
in to shape or influence their student-athletes to become the best possible athletes, students, 
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leaders, and people.  This “passion to mold young people” is an important part of what drives 
them to be not only resilient in their profession despite the challenges, but also to strive to be a 
good coach and role model for their student-athletes. 
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CHAPTER 5.  DISCUSSION, IMPLICATIONS, RECOMMENDATIONS, 
FUTURE RESEARCH, AND CONCLUSIONS 
 
Introduction 
 
 The purpose of this parallel convergent mixed model study is to describe and analyze CC 
athletics coaches’ profile characteristics.  Data were collected from a survey of CC, NAIA, and 
NCAA D-III coaches in Iowa and from semi-structured interviews with seven of the CC coaches. 
 This chapter will discuss and interpret the converged quantitative and qualitative data 
along with implications for these mixed model findings.  After demographic characteristics are 
discussed, subsequent sections will be organized by major variables of interest and themes that 
emerged.  These include:  (a) job satisfaction and challenges, (b) teacher self-identity, (c) self-
perceived impacts on student-athletes’ educations, and (d) motivations to coach.  
Recommendations for policy and practice will then be expressed, and potential directions for 
future research will be elucidated.  The chapter will end with summarized conclusions of the 
study. 
Discussion and Implications of Findings 
 
Demographic Profile Characteristics 
 
Of the demographic characteristics, the coaches’ indicated gender and race/ethnicity 
could be the most concerning and are thus illuminated in this section, followed by the coaches’ 
backgrounds and experiences as student-athletes and coaches, and then their highest level of 
completed education.   
Regarding gender, only 25% of the respondents were female.  Of the 60 CC coaches who 
participated in the survey, 45 were male and 15 were female.  Throughout intercollegiate sports 
across all levels of competition, the number of female coaches has steadily declined since the 
1970’s (Stark, 2017).  In their 37-year study, Acosta and Carpenter (2016) tracked the decline 
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from 1977 when women coached almost 60% of women’s sports to 2014 when women coached 
less than half of these same women’s sports.  Before Acosta and Carpenter started their 
longitudinal tracking, in 1972, women coached more than 90% of women’s intercollegiate 
squads (Stark, 2017). 
The above percentages of female coaches relate to the NCAA D-I and D-II programs, not 
to the smaller schools who compete in NCAA D-III, NAIA, or community college levels.  Data 
on these small school coaches would be more difficult to obtain, especially at the CC level.  
Thus, it is not possible to know if the current study's 25% of female respondents is reflective of 
the percentage of women coaching at the CC level both in Iowa and throughout the U.S. 
Two of the female interview participants, both in the early stage of their coaching careers, 
expressed concern for being able to maintain their current type of work schedules once they have 
children.  Both coaches revealed they already do not spend as much time as they would like with 
their respective partners.  The third female interview participant, Beth, a late-career coach, told 
stories of how she integrated her husband and children and now her grandchildren into her 
teams’ activities as a way to spend more time with them.  Beth was influenced by her own 
collegiate coach who also had her family around the program.  By contrast, the two younger 
female coaches, Myra and Chloe, both had men as their head coaches when they competed as 
athletes.  It is evident that having female coaching role models is an important aspect to the 
female coaches believing they can have a family and a successful coaching career.  This could 
help them persist in the profession and subsequently inspire other female athletes in the same 
way.  Gilbert and Trudel (2004) showed that it is possible that female coaches can be more 
effective than male coaches at positively influencing female youth level (pre-college) athletes to 
build their self-efficacy as potential future coaches. 
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Regarding race/ethnicity, almost all the CC coaches who participated in this study 
identified as White (58 out of 60 for 97%), with two responding as White-Hispanic and one 
responding at White-American-Indian.  The remaining two coaches identified as African-
American/Black.  Similar to the national issue of a decreasing number of female coaches, there is 
also a low percentage of non-White coaches.  The NCAA reports that in 2012 just 18% of 
coaches at the NCAA D-II level identified as "minority." 
Richard Lapchick, director of the Institute for Diversity and Ethics in Sport since 2003 
has tracked hiring trends among the major professional sports leagues and the NCAA and its 
member institutions.  In their most recent report, Lapchick and Baker (2015) note that African-
Americans held 7.9%, 4.2%, and 5% of men's head coaching positions in Divisions I, II, and III, 
respectively.  During this same time, White people held 87.5%, 88.8%, and 91.6% of head 
coaching positions at the D-I, D-II, and D-III levels, respectively. 
The percentage of coaches being White is even higher for the current study, which is 
situated within the state of Iowa, where 92% report being White, according to the U.S. Census 
Bureau.  Because CCs historically recruit their student-athletes from the local and regional areas 
they serve first, before bringing in out-of-state and out-of-region student-athletes, it could be 
difficult to dramatically raise the number of non-White coaches in Iowa CCs. 
As shown in the profile characteristics, most intercollegiate coaches (90% of the CC 
coaches in this study) have experience as intercollegiate student-athletes.  Of these, a strong 
percentage of CC coaches tend to have experience coaching at their alma maters (43% of the CC 
coaches in this study).  Also in this current study, 52% of the NCAA D-III coaches and 59% of 
the NAIA coaches who completed the same survey, indicated they have coached at the same 
institution they attended as student-athletes.  Therefore, it seems that one way to increase the 
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number of minority non-White coaches would be to recruit more minority non-White student-
athletes.  However, as stated previously, this may run counter to part of the mission of the 
particular CC that aims to educate local and regional students.  Several of the interview 
participants had similar views about why high percentages of coaches tend to coach at the same 
level or the same institution in which they competed as athletes.  Bren states,  
I’ve almost always hired assistants that I was familiar with, that I’ve coached, that I know 
would do a good job.  I’ve only hired one coach that I didn’t have experience with, and it 
didn’t turn out well… It wasn’t a good experience. 
Five of the seven interview participants have coached at one point in their coaching 
careers for at least one of their own coaches (during their competitive student-athlete 
experience).  “There’s definitely a familiarity there and comfort level… that I think it helps with 
running a successful program when you know your coaches are on the same page as you.”  Just 
as the hiring head coach is potentially more committed to a potential assistant coach that played 
for him or her as an athlete, the former student-athlete might also be more committed his or her 
alma mater.  Literature on organizational and occupational commitment for coaches shows that 
the more committed a student-athlete or coach is to an institution, the less likely he or she is to 
leave that institution (Chelladurai & Ogasawara, 2003; Turner & Chelladurai, 2005) and the 
stronger likelihood a student-athlete or coach will potentially pursue a coaching job at the 
particular institution (Vallee & Bloom, 2005).  It should be noted, however, that these studies on 
coaches’ institutional commitment are done with NCAA levels of competition, and so may not 
apply to CCs. 
Regarding coaching with the same competition levels, Kit adds that it is usually easier to 
get a job in a particular "level of competition that you have prior experience with."  Although 
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Myra says she would like to one day coach at higher levels of intercollegiate competition, such 
as in the NCAA D-I or D-II levels, she recognizes that the more time she spends at the CC level, 
the less chance she will have to coach at higher levels.  She says, "I think at all levels, coaches 
like to hire others who have similar experiences in that level."  Grant, who competed and 
coached at the NCAA D-II level, believes that particular sports are essentially different from 
level to level and that this is an important consideration when head coaches are hiring assistants. 
The “pre-socialization influences” phase of the Fit-Choice Model (Watt & Richardson, 
2006) would encompass these pre-coaching athletic experiences.  These pre-coaching 
experiences as competitive athletes can certainly persuade or dissuade student-athletes to pursue 
coaching as a profession, and this seems to be supported by this study’s quantitative and 
qualitative findings. 
Regarding this sample’s highest obtained level of education, a high percentage of the CC 
coaches in this current study have earned at least a bachelor’s degree (95%).  Thirty-four (57%) 
have a master’s degree.  Wages by education level traditionally behave as human capital theory 
predicts:  higher education levels correlate with higher wages (Sweetland, 1996)).  In 2008, it is 
reported that master’s degree holders earned on average 37% more in wages and salary than 
bachelor’s degree holders (Carnevale, Smith, & Strohl, 2010).  It is unclear if the current study’s 
participants were motivated to earn a master’s degree for extrinsic/financial reasons of increased 
wages or if they were motivated to obtain higher levels of education because they simply valued 
education enough to pursue higher levels of it for more intrinsic reasons.  The investigator 
suspects that it is for the former reason.  The survey asked a question on what level of 
consideration the coaches would give various reasons to change jobs, and the “opportunity to 
increase wages/salary” had the highest mean response of 5.17 (“somewhat strong consideration” 
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on a 7-point Likert scale, SD = 1.68).  The reason with the second strongest consideration was 
“for better benefits” at a mean of 4.87 (“somewhat strong consideration” on the 7-point Likert 
scale with SD = 1.75).   
While they acknowledge that they did not get into coaching for money, and it is not what 
drives them to remain a coach, three of the male interview participants (Roland, Grant, and Kit) 
all expressed a desire to have a higher salary as one of the aspects that would help improve their 
levels of job satisfaction.  Grant says, "…the amount of time and effort that I've invested, that 
most successful coaches invest to develop a great program, definitely doesn't match up with the 
salary..."  None of the female interview participants emphasized salary or benefits as important 
factors in their level of job satisfaction or as factors they would consider if an opportunity to 
change jobs materialized.  Although salary or financial resources is typically one of the aspects 
that impact coaches' levels of job satisfaction in previous studies (Davies, Bloom, & Salmela, 
2005; Knoppers, Meyer, & Ewing, 1991), it is usually organizational climate and co-worker 
relationships that have the largest impacts on coaches' levels of job satisfaction (Harris, 
Winskowski, & Engdahl; Snyder, 1990). 
Job Satisfaction and Challenges (Role Conflicts) 
“… I was working about four jobs on campus just to be able to make ends meet.  It can
 be really difficult at times… to balance all that, to be able to give your everything,
 especially to your athletes … If I could be a full-time coach without all the other
 responsibilities and if I could get paid more for that… I’d definitely have higher
 satisfaction with my job.” 
Kit, mid-career assistant wrestling and golf coach 
One of the primary variables of interest was coaches' levels of job satisfaction.  On a 
seven-point Likert scale, CC coaches in this study reported a mean level of job satisfaction of 
5.43, which is in the "somewhat" satisfied zone.  Female coaches reported a mean of 5.40 for the 
level of job satisfaction, and male coaches reported a mean of 5.44 for the level of job 
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satisfaction.  Donna Pastore's (1992) study on gender differences in CC coaches' reasons for 
entering and leaving the coaching profession shines one of the few lights on CC coaches' reasons 
for entering and exiting the coaching profession.  While Pastore did not specifically measure 
levels of job satisfaction, she found that "decreased time spent with family and friends" was the 
biggest reason for both male and female coaches deciding to leave their coaching position at a 
CC with a mean of 4.00 for males and 3.75 for females (five-point Likert scale).  Other strong 
reasons for Pastores' coaches to leave coaching was "lack of financial incentive" with means of 
3.39 (females) to 3.41 (males), "increased time required for coaching" with means of 3.28 
(males) to 3.70 (females), "decreased leisure time" with means of 3.18 (males) to 3.48 (females).  
Pastore only studied coaches who coached female student-athletes.  No significant gender effect 
was found for any of the twelve potential reasons for leaving a coaching career. 
EFA developed two underlying challenge constructs for the current study.  One construct 
was related to the coaches' personal challenges (time demands, negative impact on family or 
personal life, and the level of pay and benefits), and the other related to student-athletes (relating 
to or communicating with student-athletes, student-athletes' academics, student-athletes' 
expectations, student-athletes' behaviors, and recruiting student-athletes).  The EFA-summed 
student-athlete challenge variable did not predict job satisfaction, but the personal challenge did.  
The logistic regression model showed that the odds of the coaches reporting being satisfied in 
their job improve by 2.77 for each unit increase in the coaches' ability to handle the personal 
challenge.  Stated another way, the easier the coach perceived the level of personal challenge, the 
better chance the coach is satisfied.  None of the three EFA-derived motivation variables 
(altruistic, extrinsic, and intrinsic motivation) predicted coaches' job satisfaction.  However, it 
should be noted that it is possible a larger sample size would enable the intrinsic motivation 
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variable to predict whether the coach is satisfied in his or her job and thus would counter the 
personal challenge predictor variable. 
Analyzing the three items that constitute the personal challenge construct, these 
quantitative results align with the study’s theoretical framework (Role Theory and the Fit Choice 
Model), agree with the literature (Felder & Wishnietsky, 1990; Skene, 1999; Davies, Bloom, & 
Salmela, 2005), and match this study’s qualitative findings.  Research by Fisher and Gitelson 
(1983), guided by Role Theory, have shown that the more roles that a person undertakes within 
and around an organization, the more time they spend in working hours, the more stress they 
assume, and the less satisfied the person is with both the job and with their personal life.  Watt 
and Richardson (2007) found that the teachers in their study of the FCM were more likely to 
leave their teaching job as time demands increased.  Because of the multiple roles (jobs) that CC 
coaches have on their campuses in addition to possible extra jobs, it is not surprising that these 
types of personal challenges can have the most impact on their levels of job satisfaction. 
The interview participants (six of the seven) consistently noted that they would be 
happier in their job if they could focus more on their coaching and devote less time to the other 
roles they had on campus, noting a number of hours necessary to perform all their roles 
especially in addition to coaching duties during their sports' competitive seasons.  Only one of 
the coaches (Beth, a late-career head volleyball coach) mentioned that she is not negatively 
impacted by having to work in multiple roles and positions. 	 The CC coaches (survey respondents and interview participants) in this current study did 
not indicate a dislike for their non-coaching jobs at their campuses.  They simply expressed a 
desire to be able to focus more on their coaching.  The investigator believes this is a function of 
their great love of coaching the particular sport more than any dislike of the other professional 
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roles or jobs they have.  Recall that the intrinsic motivations to coach (for the love of the sport 
and for the love of coaching) were the strongest reasons survey respondents indicated for initially 
starting a coaching career and for remaining in the coaching career. 	 Within the CC coaching sample that completed this study’s survey, part-time coaches and 
coaches with extra jobs had lower levels of job satisfaction compared to full-time coaches and 
those who did not have extra jobs.  Although statistical differences of significance were found, 
the logistic regression model found that being a full-time coach (versus a part-time coach) and 
being a coach without extra jobs (versus being a coach with extra jobs) did not predict whether 
coaches reported being satisfied in their jobs.  It should be reiterated that the logistic regression 
model used the total small-school sample that included NAIA and NCAA D-III coaches, in order 
to enhance the analysis.  Here, quantitative data does not seem to completely fit with the 
interviewees’ qualitative data.  Whereas the statistical methods do not show a relationship 
between job satisfaction and being a part-time coach or a coach with extra jobs, the interview 
participants emphasized these aspects as negatively influencing job satisfaction. 
 Regarding the personal challenge construct, career level (number of years coaching) and 
age level had a statistically significant impact on the CC coaches' responses.  Late career coaches 
(those who have coached 21 or more years) reported being able to handle the personal challenge 
at an easier level than both the mid-career coaches (those who have coached 10-20 years) and the 
early career coaches (those who have coached up to 9 years).  The mean differences can be seen 
in Table 24.  Likely related, older coaches also reported an easier time dealing with personal 
challenges.  As seen in Table 26, senior aged (62 years of age and older) and moderately senior 
aged (51 to 61 years of age) coaches had less difficulty than young (23 to 30 years of age), 
moderately young (31 to 39 years of age), and mid-age (age 40 to 50 years of age) coaches.  This 
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reflects Beth’s perspective that she did not view her other roles and responsibilities as obstacles 
as much as the other interview participants.  She seemed to enjoy her extra roles.  As a late-
career coach, Beth seemed to have figured out her work-life balance.  However, her current 
perspective may also be influenced by the fact that her children are now grown and independent.  
The other interviewed coaches either have not yet had children or have dependent children.  This 
would obviously alter their current view of the personal challenges encountered.  As an example, 
Bren recently exited coaching and says: 
I needed to be with my family more.  I have children, and just the schedule you have to 
live by, it just became too great… I needed to do this for my own children and for 
myself… I was just missing way too much.  It’s just become so hard to balance… 
For the personal challenge construct, no statistically significant differences were found 
between female and male CC coaches, between CC assistant and head coaches, or between full-
time and part-time CC coaches.  Also, no statistically significant differences for the personal 
challenge were found among coaches of CC, NCAA D-III, and NAIA intercollegiate levels. 
For the student-athlete challenge construct, no statistically significant differences were 
found between female and male coaches, between assistant coaches and head coaches, or 
between full-time and part-time coaches.  No statistically significant differences for the student-
athlete challenge were found among coaches of different career levels, among coaches of 
different age levels, among coaches of different squad sizes, nor among coaches of CC, NCAA 
D-III, and NAIA intercollegiate levels. 
No statistically significant differences were found for job satisfaction between female and 
male CC coaches, nor between assistant coaches and head coaches.  No statistically significant 
differences for job satisfaction were found among coaches of different career levels, among 
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coaches of different age levels, nor among coaches of CC, NCAA D-III, and NAIA 
intercollegiate levels. 
Teacher Identity 
 “As a teacher, I view myself as a molder.  I love working with student-athletes and
 molding them into successful athletes, successful students, successful leaders, successful
 people…” 
Myra, early-career assistant women’s basketball coach 
 
While 35 of the CC coaches (58%) reported having experience teaching in a formal 
instructional setting (online or in-person), this did not seem to have a bearing on how they 
identified as teachers.  Of the 60 CC coaches, 44 identified at least "somewhat strongly" as a 
teacher (73%).  A seven-point Likert scale was used, ranging from "very weak" identity to "very 
strong" identity.  Highlighting the teacher-coach model was relevant for this study because one 
of the main theoretical concepts used to guide the study was the FIT Choice Model that was 
developed by Richardson and Watt (2006 & 2007) to explain teachers’ reasons for entering the 
teaching profession. 	 As shown in Tables 19 and 20, analysis of variance tests showed that late career CC 
coaches had stronger levels of teacher self-identities than both mid-career and early career CC 
coaches, and these mean differences were statistically significant.  It is possible that coaches’ 
depth and breadth of coaching experiences possibly influenced their philosophies on the teacher-
coach model.  There is no known literature on the coach-teacher model or coaches’ views about 
identifying as teachers or educators.  However, Many, Howard, and Hoge (2002) showed that as 
teachers gain more experiences not only in the specific teaching profession, but also in ancillary 
areas, their epistemology becomes modified, and this can impact their level of effectiveness 
working with their students.  Applying this to this study’s sample of CC coaches, as the coaches’ 
number of years increase in the coaching profession, the number of student-athletes they coach 
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and mentor also increase, and they are more exposed to how they are impacting young lives.  
The more experiences in the coaching profession, the more the coach understands her or his 
profession and gains new knowledge of their profession and their role in it.  Essentially, their 
epistemology (how knowledge develops) becomes modified with their experiences (Many, 
Howard, & Hoge, 2002).  In addition, as coaches advance in their profession, many eventually 
earn graduate degrees as evidenced by the 68% of CC coaches who have master’s degree or are 
working on one.  This advanced degree, combined with increasing professional experiences in 
higher education, could help them strengthen their teacher self-identity. 
 Of those who participated in the survey, 73% of CC coaches reported at least a “somewhat 
strong” level of teacher self-identity, despite a significantly lower percentage (58%) having some 
type of formal teaching or instructional experience, so direct teaching experience does not seem 
to influence their teacher identity.  Agreeing with the survey’s descriptive results, all seven 
interview participants identified strongly as teachers, regardless of their current ages, types and 
levels of experience, or points in their coaching careers.  Grant, a mid-career head men’s 
basketball coach, explains that “teaching is what we do.”  Chloe, an early career head volleyball 
coach, explains her views: 
I identify very strongly as a teacher… not just because I work at a college and I teach 
classes sometimes, but maybe even more so because I’m teaching a group of girls for hours 
a day… on how to not just be a better volleyball player and teammate, but how to be a 
better person off the court… 
 The survey results and interview data seem to corroborate the use of Watt’s and 
Richardson’s (2006 and 2007) Fit-Choice Model of teachers’ choosing a teaching profession as 
part of the conceptual framework to guide this study.  In addition, Role Theory was part of the 
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conceptual framework, and an element of this theory states that the longer a person acts out a 
role the stronger they identify with that role (Fisher and Gitelson, 1983).  This provides another 
layer of explanation for late career coaches identifying more strongly as teachers than either the 
early career or mid career coaches – at statistically significant levels.  The longer the coaches 
remain in the profession while identifying as teachers, the stronger those identities can become. 
From the descriptive statistics and the interviews, it seems that teacher identity level could be 
connected with the coaches’ self-perceived impacts on student-athletes’ educations.  If a coach 
identifies strongly as a teacher, it is likely that they also believe they have a positive influence on 
student-athletes’ educations. 
Self-Perceived Impact on Student-Athletes’ Education  
 
 “When you have someone such as a coach or your teammates that you’re accountable to,
 you’re a lot more likely to go to class, study, to graduate.  And I can influence these kids
 here way more than their parents can, because I have something they really really want,
 and that’s to be a part of this team and to play...” 
Bren, late career head baseball coach 
 
Research question 4 asked:  In what ways do CC coaches believe they impact their 
student-athletes’ educational experiences or outcomes?  From the data derived from the seven 
interview participants, direct and indirect types of impacts surfaced.  Direct impacts include three 
subthemes: (a) coaches use their profile characteristics, such as motivations to coach and their 
identity level as teachers to center their philosophical approach in trying to be active in 
enhancing their student-athletes' education, (b) coaches need to simply care for each of his or her 
student-athletes at a personal level and take individualized approaches to the coaching and 
teaching processes, and (c) coaches lead systems that are in place on the squad, in the athletic 
department, and at the college to actively engage the student-athletes' in their educational 
processes.  Myra exemplifies the first two subthemes, saying, "…even if I wasn't their academic 
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advisor, I'd still take a personal interest in their academics, because their education is the 
essential reason we're doing what we're doing."  Even as they give credit to the system that is in 
place, the coach essentially sets the tone for how these systems operate and how they ultimately 
impact the student-athletes.  Roland mentioned that "I think our kids do well in the classroom 
because of the structure that we have in place here…"  
According to interview data, there are two types of indirect impacts coaches have on their 
student-athletes' educations:  sports participation on their team and the student-athletes observing 
and learning from their coaches as role models and leaders.  Few student-athletes want to 
disappoint their teammates and coaches by becoming academically ineligible and not being 
available to play in games (Boxill, 2013).  Following Boxill (2013), this study's interviewees 
believe that the fear of disappointing teammates and coaches can be a powerful motivator to 
keep student-athletes educationally focused. 
In addition, studies have supported the ability of sports participation to enhance certain 
intangible qualities of the athletes (Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Chaundy, 2004).  Some positive 
qualities that can potentially improve, according to the seven interview participants, include time 
management skills, problem-solving skills, communication skills, conflict resolution skills, 
leadership skills, teamwork and group work skills, personal discipline, work ethic, and 
persistence (grit).  All these qualities, the coaches argue, can not only help the student-athlete 
make the most of their education but also prepare them for success outside of sports.  Gaines' 
(2012) study of high school coaches found that the coaches believed they could help athletes 
develop positive character traits and ethical values that could be transferred from the playing 
fields to the athletes' lives outside of sport. 
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No matter the level of intercollegiate competition, from the recruiting process through 
their program exit, student-athletes often cite coaches (both head coaches and assistant coaches) 
as one of the most influential components of their higher education experience (Boxill, 2013; 
Croft, 2008).  However, the literature by Boxill (2013) and Croft (2008) examined these 
influences at the NCAA D-I and D-III intercollegiate levels along with the high school level, so 
it would be difficult to compare with studies at the CC level. 
The EFA uncovered an educational impact construct consisting of the coaches’ perceived 
impact on their student-athletes’ academic performance, earning a degree, and taking leadership 
roles outside of athletics.  Descriptively, the CC coaches’ mean responses for these three items 
were:  6.05 (earning a degree), 5.87 (taking leadership roles outside sports, and 5.85 (academic 
performance) on a seven-point Likert scale from "very negative impact" to "very positive 
impact."  Once these items were summed into the educational impact variable, mean differences 
in this perceived level of educational impact were explored with subgroups of this study's CC 
coaches.  Statistically significant differences were found between female and male CC coaches, 
with female CC coaches perceiving they have a greater impact on their student-athletes' 
education compared to male CC coaches.  No statistically significant differences were found for 
the level of perceived impact on student-athletes' education between assistant coaches and head 
coaches, between full-time and part-time coaches, among coaches of different career levels, 
among coaches of different age levels, nor among coaches of CC, NCAA D-III, and NAIA 
intercollegiate levels.  The most significant finding here is the lack of difference among the three 
levels of intercollegiate coaches (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III).  Perhaps it is true that "coaching 
is coaching" no matter the level, and that most coaches, regardless of their position or level 
within intercollegiate athletics, aim to help student-athletes' attain their educational goals just as 
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much as they do with their athletic goals.  For the seven interview participants, this seemed to be 
a major reason they are in the coaching profession. 
Motivations to Coach 
 
 “I’ll be professionally happy as long as I continue to be a part of student-athletes’
 journeys in improving their own lives… I love them all.  I love coaching them, guiding
 them…” 
Myra, early career assistant women’s basketball coach 
 
 For the survey, study participants were asked the level of importance he or she placed on 
various initial reasons for beginning a coaching career and also on their current reasons for 
remaining in the coaching profession.  These motivations to coach are:  for the income, for the 
benefits, for recognition, because I am good at it because I want to be a mentor because I love 
the sport and because I love coaching.  As table 9 shows, for CC coaches, most of the mean 
motivations to coach remain relatively stable or increase slightly from their initially entering the 
profession to their current position.   
The only motivation means that significantly change for the CC coaches from initial to 
current are the income and benefits items.  The mean of income being a reason to coach is 
initially 2.08 and the coaches’ current motivation level of income is 3.24.  For benefits, the mean 
is 2.15 for their initially entering the profession to a current mean of 3.34.  It is possible that as 
the coaches continue in the profession, they become family-oriented with their families 
becoming more reliant on the income and benefits their jobs provide.  The large standard 
deviations for these extrinsic type motivations (income and benefits) reveals a large variation in 
these responses with some coaches still not viewing income or benefits as important as other 
coaches.   
The most important reasons to coach (both initially and currently) for the current study’s 
CC sample was for the love and enjoyment of the sport and the love and enjoyment of coaching 
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with respective means of 6.58 to 6.64 (“important” to “very important” on the seven-point Likert 
scale).  This was followed closely by “to be a mentor” with means of 6.36 (initial) to 6.53 
(current).  These descriptive results closely mirror those of Pastore’s 1992 study of CC coaches 
in the Northeast region of the United States.   
Pastore (1992) found that the most important reasons for her sample of CC coaches to 
coach were to "stay involved in competitive athletics," to "work with advanced and motivated 
athletes," and to "be a role model" with respective means of 3.59 to 4.25 (five-point Likert scale).  
Pastore's female coaches were also highly motivated to "help female athletes reach their 
potential," with a mean of 4.23, which reflects the main focus of her study looking at gender 
differences among her coaching sample who coached only female student-athletes.  Among the 
seven potential reasons for entering the coaching profession, the only statistically significant 
mean difference found between the male and female coaches was the reason “to help female 
athletes reach their potential” with female coaches reporting this reason as higher than male 
coaches, as one might expect.  Pastore finding no statistically significant differences between her 
sample of female and male CC coaches for any of the other variables differs with the present 
study in regards to the “to be a role model” reason.  The present study found that female CC 
coaches reported higher levels of altruistic motivation (“to be a mentor”) than their male 
colleagues.  It is possible this result is due to all the female coaches coaching female student-
athlete squads, and a lower percentage of male coaches coaching female student-athlete squads 
in the present study.  This reflects Pastore’s study where she found female coaches were more 
motivated than males “to help females reach their potential.”  
Just as the EFA uncovered two challenge constructs that were used in this study, three 
motivation constructs were also discovered among the above-mentioned motivation items and 
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used for analyses in exploring mean differences between sub-groups of CC coaches and in the 
predictive logistic regression model.  These summed motivation constructs are altruistic 
motivation, extrinsic motivation, and intrinsic motivation. 
 Statistically significant mean differences were found in altruistic motivation to coach 
between female and male CC coaches, between CC coaches with extra jobs and CC coaches 
without extra jobs, and among CC coaches of different career levels.  Female CC coaches had a 
greater level of altruistic motivation to coach (mentoring) than male CC coaches.  This result 
possibly reflects what was mentioned in a previous section on female coaches' need for female 
role models and possible mentoring to inspire them toward a coaching career and to persist in a 
coaching career.  Perhaps these female CC coaches recognize this as a necessity and thus report a 
greater level of this motivation compared to their male colleagues.  	 CC coaches without extra jobs had a greater level of altruistic motivation to coach than CC 
coaches with extra jobs.  It is possible that since CC coaches with extra jobs also have lower 
levels of job satisfaction, this may impact their altruistic motivation (willingness to mentor).   
 Mid-career CC coaches reported higher levels of altruistic motivation to coach than late 
career CC coaches, as shown in Table 21.  While mid-career coaches’ mean level of altruistic 
motivation is statistically greater than that of the late career coaches, it should be noted that both 
place “high importance” on this motivation to coach, according to the seven-point Likert scale.  
In addition, there were significantly more mid-career coaches (25) who completed this study’s 
survey than late-career coaches (16) and the late-career coaches’ group standard deviation of 
1.05 indicates large variation among their responses.  Cross-tabulation analysis indeed showed 
that late career coaches’ responses were evenly spread from “somewhat high importance” to very 
high importance” while the mid-career coaches’ responses were limited to “high importance” 
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and “very high importance.”  While statistically significant, this difference likely has little 
practical significance.   
Regarding extrinsic motivations to coach (for the pay and for the benefits), no statistically 
significant mean differences were found among any of the sub-groups of CC coaches.  It seems 
that extrinsic motivations to coach are consistently low for all types of CC coaches.  This is also 
the case across the three intercollegiate levels (CC, NAIA, and NCAA D-III), which is an 
important consideration since this total small-school sample was used for EFA and the logistic 
regression analysis. 
No statistically significant differences were found for intrinsic motivations to coach 
between female and male coaches and between coaches with extra jobs and those without extra 
jobs, among coaches of different career levels.  Regarding all three motivation constructs, no 
statistically significant differences existed between assistant coaches and head coaches, between 
full-time and part-time coaches, among coaches of different age levels, nor among coaches of 
CC, NCAA D-III, and NAIA intercollegiate levels. 
All seven of the interview participants told stories of how seeing their coaches have 
positive impacts on young lives, including their own, was the first spark to ignite their passion to 
coach and help guide and mentor future generations of student-athletes.  Kit says, “A big role 
model for me was my high school coach…He’s the biggest reason I fell in love with sports and 
became a coach.”  
Although their positive high school athletic experiences may have sparked an initial 
interest in coaching, they also acknowledge they were effectively mentored by their college 
coaches and in some cases were targeted as potential coaches.  Myra mentioned how she never 
thought about coaching until her CC coach asked her if she’d be interested in coaching one day. 
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Later, he would offer her a job on his staff after she graduated from a four-year institution.  
While Myra was encouraged by her CC coach to pursue coaching, the other six interview 
participants actively pursued coaching without prompting.  However, their coaches were still 
important in their coming to their decisions to coach.  “My college coaches were amazing 
people,” exclaims Beth.  “The effect my college coach had on me and my teammates off the 
court was immeasurable, says Roland.  And Bren agrees, “I really liked what my college coach 
gets to do every day – impacting young athletes.  So, I thought that’s the direction I’m going to 
go.”   
The common thread that connects these seven interview participants in their initial 
motivations to begin coaching was their own coaches’ mentorship and influence.  However, with 
the potential personal challenges that these CC coaches encounter, especially the time demands 
and strain it puts on work-life balance as detailed in the challenges section, how do these CC 
coaches maintain their current motivation to coach?  All seven of the coaches used variants of 
phrases such as “love to work with young people.”  Five of the interviewees specifically said the 
word “passion” and four of them specifically said the word, “mold.”   
All of the interviewed coaches appeared to want to use their passion for guiding young 
people as a way to honor the way their own coaches guided them.  Chloe adds, “…it’s my way 
of giving back… my coaches gave a lot to me.  I know the time and effort they put in…”  This 
“giving back” includes not only helping the individual student-athlete, but Beth also seemed to 
recognize the impact that this could have on the community, saying, “I was positively mentored, 
and my coaching is my way to give back…” 
The seven interview participants expressed similar levels of love of and passion for 
coaching.  They seem to use coaching as a vehicle to affect positive change in young people's 
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lives.  It was clear that it was this passion that drives them to remain in the profession.  As shown 
in Table 9, "the love of coaching" item had the highest mean response from the survey 
participants.  "I have a passion to mold young people, and it's for me the biggest reason why I do 
what I do," says Roland. 
Recommendations for Policy and Practice 
 
Although recommendations for policy are generally broader and focused at the 
administrative level, and recommendations for practice are more specific and target the coaching 
population, both sets of recommendations are closely intertwined if not somewhat 
interdependent.  Thus, they are discussed together.   
A healthy society is reliant on our educational systems developing and teaching 
individuals to become productive citizens who positively contribute to our communities.  This is 
accomplished by both academic and extra-curricular activities organized across our institutions 
for higher learning.  Participating in CC athletics provides many students with opportunities not 
only access to higher education and earning a degree (Castañeda, 2004), but also a chance to 
develop intangible qualities that can contribute to their overall education and development 
(Castañeda et al., 2006; Jowett, 2003; Jowett & Chaundy, 2004).  Athletics coaches can be and 
often are at the forefront of this potential student development (Fingers, 2005). 
Research has suggested that if a coach is overburdened by challenges encountered while 
fulfilling his or her multiple roles on campus, then it can negatively affect the quality of the 
athletes’ experiences (Holt & Hogg, 2002).  To prevent this trickle-down effect, intercollegiate 
athletics departments should proactively facilitate programs that teach the coaches strategies that 
distress their lives that are often marred by high time demands and not enough quality leisure 
time spent with family and friends (Hasbrook, Hart, Mathes, & True, 1990).  Most of the coaches 
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that Frey (2007) studied did not know any stress management strategies when they encountered 
various types of challenges within their jobs.  Taylor’s (1992) stress management model for 
coaches represents a useful framework for individuals to consider. 
A coach education program for rugby coaches in New Zealand included a component in 
which coaches had the opportunity to share ideas and strategies with one another (Cassidy, 
Potrac, & McKenzie, 2006).  Moreover, Demers, Woodburn, and Savard (2006) discussed a 
program that includes learning from a mentor as part of an internship for future coaches.  
Perhaps stress management should be an additional part of coaching-education programs because 
a major goal of many of these coaching-education programs is to develop coaches who can meet 
the needs of the athletes they coach and educate, which would be easier to accomplish when the 
coaches can effectively address their own needs.  
Many sports’ national governing bodies, such as USA Track & Field, facilitate regular 
conferences, meetings, and workshops aimed at the professional development of coaches.  The 
early-coaching education for beginning coaches should be followed by continuing professional 
development regularly facilitated by the coaches’ institutions and athletics departments to ensure 
healthy work-life balance tools and strategies are being employed.  Part of this could include 
regular athletic department organized coaches retreats, summits, seminars, or meetings that give 
coaches opportunities to help one another through the challenges that are inherent in their 
position.  Chloe, one of this study’s interview participants, mentioned that simply talking with 
other coaches, regardless of sport or position, is a tremendous help for her to work through a 
variety of issues that arise.  She said, “It’s almost like preventive therapy when I pick up the 
phone and call a colleague or just talk through things when I see them at an event or conference 
or something…”  While she refers to more informal discussions, formalized sessions (group or 
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individual) with structured objectives and evaluations could prove even more beneficial and 
could possibly provide a proactive mechanism to aid the coaches instead of waiting for an issue 
to present itself. 
Once aspiring coaches are educated about the potential personal challenges that can arise 
within the coaching profession, they should be encouraged (or even taught) to discuss with their 
partners, significant others, and families about the potential impacts that the profession can have 
on families and personal lives.  Four of this study’s interview participants mentioned having this 
type of discussion with their significant other, and they believed that this enhanced their 
partners’ support and understanding and led to happier and healthier relationships. 
A related strategy would be integrating coaches' families into the athletic departments' 
and sports squads' activities.  Institutional policies should promote this family-friendly 
environment that makes it easier for coaches to see their families more often.  This family 
involvement should go beyond just attending the teams' games.  Two of the interview 
participants mentioned specific ways their families were involved in their respective team's 
activities.  Beth talked at length about having her children and then grandchildren at practices, 
helping supply the athletes' water, towels, and chasing after stray volleyballs.  Beth's husband 
and Roland's wife are both participate in their teams' various fund raisers.  Roland also has his 
sons be bat boys for practices and games. 
In addition to coaches’ regularly meeting with one another, there should also be 
organized activities focused on the coaches’ families within an institution or department.  Just as 
coaches can support one another, coaches’ families can support one another. 
The last recommendation is based on taking advantage of most coaches’ natural desire to 
mentor young people and getting CC head coaches more assistance in running their athletic 
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programs.  Chloe mentioned that at times she has had to do the work of multiple coaches because 
it is too difficult to attract assistant coaches to her institution with the small stipend they offer for 
part-time assistant coaches.  Institutions without the resources to attract entry-level assistant 
coaches should perhaps refocus their attention on student workers and volunteers.  Most teams 
have a number of student-athletes who try out for the team and discover for one reason or 
another that they will not succeed athletically.  Some of these students have a desire and/or a 
need to be a part of a sports team during their higher education.  It could be advantageous for a 
coach to hire such a student as part of a work-study program, internship, or apprenticeship.  One 
of the interview participants, Kit, was actually one of these types of students, who due to injury 
was unable to continue competing as a collegiate student-athlete.  Because he was unable to 
participate as a member of the team, he struggled academically as he "lost the drive, focus, and 
structure a team provided."  This is what precipitated his first official coaching experience at the 
college as a student volunteer coach.  His grades subsequently improved, and he eventually 
started getting paid coaching opportunities.  Both he and his coach, and by extension the team, 
benefitted.  He gained valuable experience and continued to develop intangible qualities that 
would serve him well in his future.  And his coach was able to spread out more coaching 
responsibilities while at the same time being able to continue mentoring Kit as a young coach.  
Regardless of their level of athletic participation, there are other "Kits" out there with the 
potential to be coaches and mentors to many more future young people. 
Another option for hiring additional volunteer coaches would be to recruit local late-
career or retired high school or college coaches.  There are several Iowa community colleges that 
take this approach to aid some of the on-field coaching responsibilities during practice sessions 
of the competitive seasons.  Just as many coaches are willing to mentor younger coaches, most 
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are also typically receptive to continue their own mentorship by having more experienced 
volunteer coaches on their staffs.  A coaching staff cannot have too much experience, 
knowledge, and passion to mold young people. 
Future Research 
It is hoped that developing an accurate profile of athletics coaches from Iowa CCs will 
inform future research on the coaching population of all the different levels of intercollegiate 
competition.  The research on this population, while small, is slowly growing.  Recognizing that 
there are coaches of tens of thousands of intercollegiate athletics squads in the U.S. and that each 
of these coaches potentially impacts the development of dozens of young people every year 
should inspire more interest and pursuit of this area of research.  
Expanding and deepening the knowledge about intercollegiate athletics coaches not only 
benefits researchers in academia and higher education administrators who hire coaches, but it 
could also help inform lay people about the potential differences in coaches and sports at the 
different levels of intercollegiate competition.  As an example, it is possible that a high school 
student-athlete thinking about his or her college choice and whether to play a sport in college 
would be better informed in making her or his choice by knowing the differences in coaches' 
roles, motivations, and responsibilities across the different levels of intercollegiate competition. 
While this current study focused on developing a complete profile of CC athletics 
coaches in Iowa, future research should build on the present study by investigating several 
conditions that this study did not explore.  Expanding the survey and interview protocol beyond 
CC coaches in Iowa to CC coaches in other states, in addition to intercollegiate coaches across 
the other levels of competition (NCAA D-I, D-II, D-III, NAIA, and intercollegiate club 
organizations), can strengthen potential comparisons and our knowledge about the coaches of the 
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different levels.  Furthermore, larger sample sizes of coaches across these different levels can 
enhance statistical analyses and findings.  For example, in this study’s logistic regression model, 
with a larger sample size, it is possible that being a CC coach (and not a coach at the NCAA D-
III or NAIA level) would statistically predict that the coach is satisfied in their job.  Likewise, 
with a larger sample size, it is also possible that the coaches’ level of intrinsic motivation to 
coach would also predict their being satisfied in their job in the same logistic regression model. 
Beyond just getting to know the profile characteristics of coaches at different levels 
across different states, future research is needed to better understand the actual effects that 
intercollegiate coaching has on the student-athletes’ educational experiences and outcomes.  The 
current study only asked the coaches’ perspectives on how they thought they impacted their 
student-athletes’ education, and this opinion was part of their profile.  It would be interesting to 
compare this with their student-athletes’ perspectives and their student-athletes’ actual grade 
point averages, chosen majors, number of credits taken, time to graduations, graduation rates, 
and time spent in non-athletic extra-curricular activities on campus. 
Following Raudenbush and Bryk (2002), using hierarchical linear models to measure 
possible multi-level effects of the coaches’ personal, squad, and institution characteristics could 
provide more detailed data.  This would thus make comparisons of coaches of different types of 
institutions and different levels of competition more valid, reliable, and robust (Raudenbush & 
Bryk, 2002). 
In addition to comparisons of coaches across intercollegiate competition levels, a 
modified survey and interview protocol can be used to build a profile of professional/semi-
professional sports coaches both in the U.S. and in international systems.  This would also be 
followed by subsequent research how these coaches impact different phases of their athletes' 
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development, such as their leadership qualities and other intangible characteristics that are often 
associated with athletic participation. 
Finally, expanding this study’s survey to include coaches from other competition levels 
and to increase sample sizes will provide an opportunity to execute confirmatory factor analyses 
that follow the current study’s exploratory factor analyses.  Nested CFA can be attempted across 
multiple groups of coaches, in which certain items can be specified as indicators of first-order 
constructs and simultaneously specified first-order constructs as indicators for higher order 
constructs. 
Conclusions 
 
Community colleges will continue to be unique institutions serving a wide variety of 
needs for the students and communities they serve.  Community colleges are and will continue to 
be the primary, secondary or even last opportunity for higher education for a broad variety of 
students.  As part of its core mission, community colleges were created for the specific reason of 
making higher education financially and geographically more accessible to local and regional 
populations.   
This includes aspiring student-athletes, who pursue athletic participation at a CC for the 
same financial and geographic reasons, in addition to possibly not being ready academically or 
athletically for a four-year institution.  Intercollegiate athletics coaches anecdotally have a large 
influence on their student-athletes.  Because of the lack of resources at CCs (compared with four-
year institutions), it is possible that CC coaches are potentially even more important to their 
student-athletes’ ultimate educational success. 
This study sought to build a complete profile of CC athletics coaches in Iowa.  This 
profile includes the coaches’ backgrounds, experiences, levels of teacher self-identity, their 
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motivations to coach, the challenges they encounter, their level of job satisfaction, and their self-
perceived impacts on their student-athletes’ education.  Once this profile was built and described, 
exploratory factor analyses uncovered several constructs relevant for this study, namely three 
types of motivation (altruistic, extrinsic, and intrinsic), two types of challenges (personal and 
student-athlete related), and the total impact coaches have on student-athletes’ education.  After 
the study's variables of interest were established, a series of t-tests and one-way analyses of 
variance were executed to search for potential mean differences among various sub groups of 
this population.   
In addition, the predictive relationship among challenges, motivations, and job 
satisfaction were examined.  As data from the survey were collected and analyzed, seven CC 
coaches participated in interviews to discuss how they deal with potential challenges and persist 
in the profession and the extent to which they believe they influence their student-athletes’ 
educational experiences and outcomes.  
It is important to note that coaches at the NCAA D-III and NAIA levels in Iowa 
completed the same survey as the CC coaches.  These other coaches were included in the EFA 
and regression model in order to strengthen statistical analyses.  One-way analysis of variance 
confirmed that the coaches of these three levels in Iowa did not statistically differ from each 
other for any of the variables of interest (motivations, challenges, job satisfaction, teacher self-
identity, and self-perceived impact on student-athletes' education).  Furthermore, a majority of 
these NCAA D-III and NAIA coaches also work in non-coaching jobs on their campuses similar 
to the CC coaches.  With the current study’s EFA validating the survey used and the logistic 
regression confirming alignment with the theoretical concept and previous literature, future 
studies comparing the various levels of athletics competition can be executed. 
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For the CC coaches who completed the survey, there were no statistically significant 
differences between assistant coaches and head coaches or among coaches of different squad 
sizes for any of the variables of interest.  Statistically significant differences were found 
between/among:  (a) female coaches reporting higher levels of altruistic motivation, and self-
perceived educational impact on their student-athletes than male coaches; (b) part-time coaches 
reporting lower levels of job satisfaction than full-time coaches; (c) coaches with extra jobs 
reporting lower job satisfaction and altruistic motivation than those without extra jobs than 
coaches without extra jobs; (d) football/men's basketball coaches reporting higher levels of 
intrinsic motivation than coaches of all other sports; (e) CC D-II coaches reporting higher levels 
of teacher self-identity than CC D-I coaches; (f) late career coaches reporting higher levels of 
teacher self-identity than early and mid-career coaches, lower levels of altruistic motivation than 
mid-career coaches, and lower levels of personal challenge (easier dealing with these challenges) 
than mid-career coaches; (g) senior aged coaches reported lower levels of personal challenge 
(easier dealing with these challenges) than young aged, moderately young age, and mid-aged 
coaches.  Moderately senior aged coaches also reported lower levels of personal challenge than 
the mid-aged coaches.  The mid-aged coaches reported the highest levels of personal challenge 
(more difficulty in handling these challenges). 
The EFA-constructed personal challenge variable was the one variable of interest that had 
a statistically significant predictive relationship with job satisfaction.  The easier the coaches 
reported being able to handle this personal challenge, the greater chances of their reporting being 
satisfied in their job.  The student-athlete challenge variable did not have a predictive 
relationship with job satisfaction.  The seven interview participants all mentioned that time 
demands associated with their coaching duties combined with their other non-coaching jobs 
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contributed significant strain on their family and/or personal lives.  The CC coaches' interview 
data and survey data seem to point to three areas of challenge that are related to their multiple 
roles they perform as a coach, as a family man or woman, and as a non-coaching employee on or 
off-campus.  These three role areas are interdependent on one another, especially the time and 
focus components – time and focus spent in one role takes away from time and focus spent on 
the other two roles. 
 Despite the challenges that are encountered, the CC coaches in this study are generally 
“somewhat satisfied” with their jobs.  According to the seven interview participants, the aspect 
that would improve their level of job satisfaction most would be if they could concentrate on just 
being a coach without having to do the non-coaching duties on campus.  Their passion is for 
coaching and it is the coaching position that they were originally pursuing when they were hired, 
even though most are paid primarily for their non-coaching job.  And although their non-
coaching job(s) provide their primary source of income, they typically spend most of their 
weekly hours in their coaching-related duties, especially during their sports’ competitive seasons. 
The coaches in this study seem to persist in their jobs because they are motivated to 
continue having a positive impact on young people's lives.  Their levels of intrinsic and altruistic 
motivations have not significantly changed from initially entering the coaching profession to 
their current position.  However, their extrinsic motivation (for the pay and for the benefits) has 
significantly increased in level of importance for their continuing coaching.  Both at the onset of 
their coaching career and at their current position, the most important reason cited for coaching is 
"for the love and enjoyment of the sport" and "for the love and enjoyment of coaching."  This is 
closely followed by the altruistic motivation to "mentor young student-athletes."  Indeed, the 
interview participants mentioned having a responsibility to "give back" by being a positive 
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influence on future generations of young student-athletes as they were positively influenced by 
their own coaches.  Certainly, this pay-it-forward approach extends beyond just helping the 
student-athletes achieve athletic goals, but also their academic goals, as the coaches recognize 
that it is through enhancing the student-athletes' educational experiences and outcomes that they 
will truly help improve their lives.  The "passion to mold young people" seems to define these 
CC coaches and is a driving force behind why they do what they do. 
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APPENDIX B. SURVEY QUESTIONS 
 
Iowa Intercollegiate Athletics Coaches Profile 
 
Q1 At what level of intercollegiate competition do you coach? 
o Community College  
o NAIA  
o NCAA D-I  
o NCAA D-II  
o NCAA D-III  
 
Answer If At what level of intercollegiate competition do you coach? Community College Is Selected 
Q2 In which division of community college athletics do you coach? 
o Division I  
o Division II  
o Division III  
 
Q3 For how many years have you been in your current coaching position?  
______ Years in current position  
 
Q4 How many TOTAL years have you been an athletics coach, including all levels and sports coached? 
______ Number of Total Years Coached 
 
Q5 Estimate the percentages of your coaching career that you have spent within these levels of athletics 
competition. 
______ Middle School/Youth  
______ High School 
______ Community college  
______ NAIA  
______ NCAA D-I  
______ NCAA D-II  
______ NCAA D-III  
 
Q6 Prior to your current coaching position, check all the types of playing levels where you have 
previously coached and what type of coaching positions you held.   
 Assistant 
Coach 
Graduate 
Assistant  
Head Coach Volunteer 
Middle School or Youth o  o  o  o  
High School o  o  o  o  
Community College o  o  o  o  
NAIA o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-I o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-II o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-III o  o  o  o  
Professional or Semi-Pro o  o  o  o  
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Q7 Is your current coaching position(s) at your institution considered full-time or part-time? 
o Full-time  
o Part-time  
 
Q8 Do you have NON-coaching job(s) or position(s) at your institution? 
o No 
o Yes  
 
Answer If Do you have NON-coaching job(s) or position(s) at your institution? Yes Is Selected 
Q9 If you have a non-coaching job or position at your institution, please describe the position(s) here. 
 
Q10 Do you have other job(s) outside your institution? 
o No  
o Yes  
 
Answer If Do you have other job(s) outside your institution? Yes Is Selected 
Q11 If you have job(s) outside your institution, please describe the job(s) here. 
 
Q12 Are you on a 12 month contract for coaching? 
o No  
o Yes  
 
Answer If Are you on a 12 month contract for coaching? No Is Selected 
Q13 For how many months is your coaching contract? 
o 11  
o 10  
o 9  
o 8  
o 7  
o 6  
o 5  
o 4  
o 3  
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Q14 Estimate how much you are paid per year for your coaching position(s) at your institution. 
o Nothing  
o up to $4,999  
o $5,000 - $9,999  
o $10,000 - $14,999  
o $15,000 - $19,999  
o $20,000 - $24,999 
o $25,000 - $29,999  
o $30,000 - $34,999 
o $35,000 - $39,999 
o $40,000 - $44,999  
o $45,000 - $49,999  
o $50,000 or more  
 
Q15 During your sports' pre-seasons and competitive seasons, estimate the average number of hours per 
week you spend in ALL your coaching related duties (including administrative). 
______ Hours per week  
 
Q16 During your sports' pre-seasons and competitive seasons, estimate the percentage of your weekly 
hours spent on actual "on-field/court" coaching and instruction of student-athletes. 
______ % of Hours/week coaching  
 
Q17 During your sports' off-seasons, estimate the average number of hours per week you spend in ALL 
your coaching related duties (including administrative). 
______ Hours per week 
 
Q18 How many total student-athletes do you currently coach on your squad(s)? 
______ Number of Student-athletes  
 
Answer If At what level of intercollegiate competition do you coach? NAIA Is Selected Or At what level 
of intercollegiate competition do you coach? NCAA D-III Is Selected Or At what level of intercollegiate 
competition do you coach? NCAA D-II Is Selected Or At what level of intercollegiate competition do you 
coach? NCAA D-I Is Selected 
 
Q19 Estimate the percentage of your student-athletes who are transfers from community colleges. 
______ % of Community College Transfers 
 
Q20 What was the highest playing level you competed in as an athlete?   
o No competitive playing experience as an athlete  
o High School  
o Community College  
o NAIA  
o NCAA D-I  
o NCAA D-II  
o NCAA D-III  
o Professional or Semi-professional 
If No competitive playing expe... Is Selected, Then Skip To Are you a teacher now or have you eve... 
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Q21 Do you coach or have you coached at the same intercollegiate level in which competed as an athlete? 
o No  
o Yes  
 
Q22 Do you coach or have you coached at the same institution in which you competed as an athlete? 
o No  
o Yes  
 
Q23 Are you a teacher now or have you ever been a teacher in a traditional classroom setting or online 
setting? 
o No  
o Yes  
 
Answer If Are you a teacher now or have you ever been a teacher in a traditional classroom setting? Yes 
Is Selected 
Q24 If you have ever been a teacher in a classroom or online setting, at which level(s) of education? 
o Elementary School  
o Middle School  
o High School  
o Community College  
o 4-year College  
 
Q25 To what extent, if at all, do you self-identify as a teacher or educator, regardless of whether you have 
ever taught in a classroom or online setting? 
o Very weakly  
o Weakly  
o Somewhat weakly  
o Neutral  
o Somewhat strongly  
o Strongly  
o Very strongly  
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Q26 Indicate the level of enjoyment you feel with the following aspects of your coaching position. 
 Very 
unenjoyable 
Unenjoyable  Somewhat 
unenjoyable 
Neutral  Somewhat 
enjoyable 
Enjoyable  Very 
enjoyable 
Being a role 
model  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Helping 
student-
athletes 
achieve 
academic 
goals  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Helping 
student-
athletes 
achieve 
athletic goals 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Getting paid 
to do what I 
love 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Developing a 
successful 
program  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Being around 
athletes and 
the team 
environment  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Getting 
personal 
recognition  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Having a job 
I enjoy in a 
community 
my family & 
I like  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q27 Indicate the level of ease or difficulty you potentially experience with the following aspects of your 
coaching position. 
 Very easy  Easy Somewhat 
easy 
Neutral  Somewhat 
difficult 
Difficult Very 
difficult 
Relating to or 
communicating 
with student-
athletes 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Student-athletes' 
academics o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Student-athletes' 
behaviors "off 
the field" 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Recruiting 
student-athletes o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Working with 
other 
institutional 
personnel 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Meeting 
expectations of 
your institution 
or community  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Meeting 
expectations of 
student-athletes 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Pressure to win o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Time demands o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Level of pay or 
benefits  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Impacts on 
personal or 
family life 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
Q28 What type of impact do you feel your coaching job has on your personal/family life? 
o Very negative  
o Negative  
o Somewhat negative  
o Neither positive nor negative  
o Somewhat positive 
o Positive 
o Very positive  
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Q29 How would you rate your overall level of satisfaction with your current coaching position? 
o Very dissatisfied  
o Dissatisfied 
o Somewhat dissatisfied 
o Neither satisfied nor dissatisfied 
o Somewhat satisfied  
o Satisfied 
o Very satisfied  
 
Q30 Indicate the level of importance for the following items that describe a successful athletics coach at 
your institution. 
 Very 
unimportant 
Unimportant Somewhat 
unimportant 
Neutral Somewhat 
important 
Important Very 
important 
Teams' Win-
Loss Record o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Improving 
Student-
athletes' 
academic 
performance 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Increasing 
number of 
degrees 
earned by 
student-
athletes  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Improving 
student-
athletes' 
athletic 
performance 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Being a role 
model for 
student-
athletes  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Improving 
student-
athletes' 
sense of 
community 
engagement 
& civic 
participation  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q31 What type of role model do you feel you are for your student-athletes? 
o Very negative  
o Negative  
o Somewhat negative  
o Neither negative nor positive 
o Somewhat positive  
o Positive  
o Very positive  
 
Q32 What type of impact do you feel you have on... 
 Very 
negative 
Negative  Somewhat 
negative  
Neither Somewhat 
positive  
Positive  Very 
positive  
...your 
student-
athletes 
choosing a 
major  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes' 
grades or 
academic 
performance  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes 
earning a 
degree  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes 
taking 
leadership 
roles (in 
athletics or 
outside 
athletics) 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q33 Indicate your levels of awareness about... 
 Very 
unaware 
Unaware  Somewhat 
unaware  
Neutral  Somewhat 
aware  
Aware  Very aware  
...your 
student-
athletes' 
academic 
performance 
and 
progress  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes' 
majors or 
education 
goals 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes' 
athletic 
goals  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
student-
athletes' 
post-
education 
activities  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
squads' 
graduation 
rates  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
...your 
institution's 
academic 
support 
services  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q34 How frequently do you discuss academics or education issues with your student-athletes? 
o Never  
o Very rarely  
o Rarely  
o Occasionally  
o Somewhat frequently  
o Frequently 
o Very frequently  
 
Q35 Estimate the percentage of your student-athletes who ultimately earn a bachelor’s degree?  
______ % who earn Bachelors 
 
Answer If At what level of intercollegiate competition do you coach? Community College Is Selected 
Q36 Estimate the percentage of your student-athletes who transfer to a four-year institution to play 
sports? 
______ % transfer to 4-yr & play sports  
 
Answer If At what level of intercollegiate competition do you coach? Community College Is Selected 
Q37 Estimate the percentage of your student-athletes who transfer to a four-year institution and do NOT 
play sports. 
______ % transfer to 4-yr & do NOT play sports  
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Q38 Indicate the level of importance for the potential reasons you FIRST got into coaching.     
 Very 
unimportant  
Unimportant Somewhat 
unimportant 
Neutral Somewhat 
important  
Important  Very 
important  
For the 
income  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
benefits  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
love of the 
sport  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
love of 
coaching  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
To be a 
positive 
mentor  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Because 
you were 
good at it  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For 
recognition 
from peers 
or 
community  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q39 Indicate the level of importance for the potential reasons you are STILL coaching athletics. 
 Very 
unimportant  
Unimportant Somewhat 
unimportant  
Neutral Somewhat 
important 
Important  Very 
important  
For the 
income  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
benefits  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
love of the 
sport  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For the 
love of 
coaching  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
To be a 
positive 
mentor  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Because 
you're good 
at it 
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
For 
recognition 
from peers 
or 
community  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
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Q40 Indicate the level of consideration you would give the following items if an opportunity to change 
jobs became available.  
 Very 
low  
Low  Somewhat 
low  
Neutral Somewhat 
high 
High  Very high  
Better pay  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Better benefits  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Fewer work 
hours o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Less pressure to 
win  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Better 
community or 
cultural fit for 
you  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Better 
community or 
cultural fit for 
your family  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Better 
relationships 
with coworkers  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Higher level of 
competition o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Higher coaching 
position 
(assistant to head 
coach)  
o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Other  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
  
  
214 
Q41 Indicate how likely it is you could realistically see yourself coaching within these other levels of 
athletics competition. 
 Very 
unlikely 
Unlikely  Somewhat 
unlikely 
Neutral Somewhat 
likely  
Likely  Very likely  
Youth or 
middle school  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
High school  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Community 
college  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NAIA  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-I  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-II  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-III  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Professional or 
semi-pro  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
Q42 Indicate the level of desire you have in coaching within these other levels of athletics competition.  
 Very 
undesirable  
Undesirable  Somewhat 
undesirable 
Neutral Somewhat 
desirable 
Desirable  Very 
desirable  
Youth or 
middle school  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
High school  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Community 
college o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NAIA  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-I  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-II  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
NCAA D-III  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
Professional 
or semi-pro  o  o  o  o  o  o  o  
 
 
Q43 What is your age in years?  
______ Click to write Choice 
 
Q44 What is your sex? 
o Male  
o Female  
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Q45 What is your race/ethnicity? Check all that apply. 
o African-American or Black  
o American Indian or Alaska Native  
o Asian  
o Hispanic or Latina/o  
o Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  
o White  
 
Q46 What is your relationship status? 
o Single, never married, not dating  
o Single, never married, dating  
o Single, divorced, not dating  
o Single, divorced, dating  
o Married, never divorced  
o Married, separated  
o Re-married  
o Other  ____________________ 
 
Q47 What is your highest level of education completed? 
o High school graduate, no college  
o High school graduate, some college, no college degree or certificate  
o 2-year AA degree or certificate  
o Bachelor’s degree  
o Bachelor’s degree and some graduate school  
o Master’s degree  
o Doctorate degree  
 
Q48 If you'd be willing to talk with the investigator in a follow-up interview for a deeper level of 
understanding about coaches' potential impacts on student-athletes, please enter your phone number here. 
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APPENDIX C. INTERVIEW GUIDE 
 
 
• Discuss your views on leadership as an athletics coach… What does it mean to you to be 
an effective leader in your position? 
 
• Describe your coaching philosophies…  
 
• Do you have any mission, vision, and core values that you use to guide your athletics 
program? If yes, describe. 
 
• What types of goals do you have for your student-athletes? 
 
• What types of goals do you have for you as a coach? 
 
• How do you evaluate whether you are being successful in achieving your goals? 
 
• Can you describe the culture of your athletics program? 
 
• Can you describe the level of support you feel your program has from your institution?  
And from your community? 
 
• Describe how you play a role in or how you have an impact on your student-athletes’ 
educational experiences (class attendance & participation, communicating with faculty, 
study sessions, etc.) or academic outcomes (grades, graduation, transfer, etc.). 
 
•  Describe some of the expectations you have for your student-athletes. 
 
• Do you know if your student-athletes have expectations of you as their coach?   
 ☐ Yes  
 ☐ No 
o What do you think their expectations of you are?   
 
• And what do you think their expectations of you SHOULD be? 
 
• Do you have opportunities for professional development (conferences, seminars, 
workshops, etc.) related to improving aspects of your athletics coaching?  If yes, please 
describe, such as how many hours per year and what type of professional development.   
o If no, please describe reasons for not. 
 
• If possible, what could possibly improve the overall level of satisfaction with your 
coaching job? 
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• Indicate the level of importance for the following items that describe a successful 
athletics program at your institution. 
o Teams’ Win-Loss Record 
o Conference titles 
o State, regional, and national recognition 
o Improving student-athletes’ GPAs  
o Increasing number of student-athletes transferring from 2-year to 4-year 
o Increasing number of degrees earned by student-athletes 
o Improving student-athletes’ athletic performance  
o Improving student-athletes’ sense of community engagement & civic participation 
o Any Other? (Open ended response) ________ 
 
• To what extent, if at all, do you feel your student-athletes’ participation in athletics 
impacts their educational outcomes (i.e. choosing a major, graduating, GPA, leadership 
roles)? 
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